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WATERSHED PROJECTS 


MONDAY, MAY 7, 1956 


Untrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, dD. C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Ellender, Holland, Eastland, Humphrey, Scott. 
Aiken, Young, Hickenlooper, Mundt, and Schoeppel. 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to order. 

T presume that more Senators will be here in a few minutes. 

We have met in particular to consider certain projects that have 
been worked out under the Watershed Act that was passed by the 83d 
Congress, known as Public Law 566. 

J understand that 13 projects have been submitted, and that of those 

} projects, 5 are in the category requiring authority by way of reso- 
Sotho from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of the House 
and of the Senate. 

At this point in the record I wish to place a part of section 2 of the 
act indicating the authority retained by this committee in passing on 
the applications of some of these watershed development projects, 
that are in excess of 2,500 acre-feet of the total capacity of these 
projects. 

(The part of sec. 2 is as follows :) 

(2) Agricultural phases of the conservation, development, utilization, and 
disposal of water in watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred 
and fifty thousand acres and not including any single structure which provides 
more than five thousand acre-feet of total capacity. No appropriation shall be 
made for any plan for works of improvement which includes any structure which 
provides more than twenty-five hundred acre-feet of total capacity unless such 
plan has been approved by resolutions adopted by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry of the Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives, respectively. 

The Cnatrman. I wish to say that the committee will also consider, 
after we get through with these projects, what course to pursue in 
respect to the new farm bill recently passed by the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

I understand that among those present to testify are a few Senators 
and others will offer testimony either in person or through their 
administrative assistants. Mr. Perry, I understand, you represent 
Senator Johnson. Are you interested in any of these projects? 

Mr. Arriur Perry. Three of them. 

The CuHatrMan. Have you a prepared statement for him ? 


Mr. Perry. Yes. 
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The Cuarrman. In behalf of Senator Lyndon Johnson, Mr. Perry, 
Administrative Assistant, presents a statement urging the approval of 
three of the projects, being the Cummins watershed project, the upper 
Brushy C reek, and the lower Brushy Creek subwatershed projects. 

These are 3 of the 5 requiring action by the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. The statement in full will be printed in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT FIep spy Hon. Lynpon B. JOHNSON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

tyentlemen, I want to endorse and emphasize the importance of the three 
central Texas watershed projects to which you are now giving your consid- 
eration. 

This section of Texas is my home country; I represented the people of this 
10th District before coming to the Senate. I know their problems, and I know 
what projects such as these mean to them. 

The Cummins Creek watershed project, the upper Brushy Creek and lower 

srushy Creek subwatershed projects are of great importance to these citizens. 

They stand ready to share whatever responsibility Congress calls on them to 
assume to make these projects successful in cooperation with the Federal 
Government. 

Approval by the committee of these projects will result in a great number 
of benefits. The threat of flood and erosion will be reduced considerably. It 
will insure water conservation. 

During my early days in Congress I helped establish the stairway of highland 
lakes resulting in the lower Colorado River Authority, and the benefits from 
this project have transformed the region. These watershed projects will carry 
out the general scheme of soil and water conservation and flood control, so 
important to the economy of central Texas. 

I urge the committee to give its approval to these watershed projects. 


The Cuatrman. Mr. McBride, representing Senator Kerr. 


STATEMENT OF DON McBRIDE, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO 
SENATOR KERR 


Mr. McBripe. Mr. Chairman, Senator Kerr had to be in another 
meeting this morning and asked me to represent him here. 

In the State of Oklahoma are three watershed projects which are 
before this committee: the Big Wewoka Creek in the Seminole, 
Hughes County, and Shawnee soil-conservation districts; and the 
Little Wewoka Creek-Graves Creek in Seminole, Hughes County and 
Okfuskee County, Okla.; and the Long Branch Creek watershed in 
Noble and Payne C ounties, Okla. 

Mr. (¢ ‘hairman, we recommend the approval of these reports, with 
a provision. As you know, these three reports were made and sub- 
mitted under the terms of Public Law 566. 

During the time of the initiation of the program and making the 
surveys one of the conservancy districts, which were formed under the 
State laws of Oklahoma, attempted to borrow funds through the 
Farmers’ Home Administration to carry out the local participation 
portions of this project. That was the Big Wewoka Creek Watershed 
Conservancy District. 
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WATERSHED PROJECTS 3 


At that time it was determined that the FHA did not have author- 
ity tomake a loan of that type for the local participaion in these proj- 
ects. 

As you know, there are pending before the Public Works Committee 
of the Senate several bills which will amend, if passed, Public Law 
566. 

In the bills that are pending, including the Poage bill which has 
passed the House, there are provisions in the amendment to Public 
Law 566 whereby the Department of Agriculture would have authori- 
ty to make loans for this purpose to the conservancy districts formed 
under State laws to meet the local participation requirements of the 
project. 

So although we do not know about the procedural matters here, we 
hope that these watershed projects will be adopted, but on the other 
hand we hope that if Public Law 566 is amended, that the provisions 
of the amended Public Law 566 can be applicable to the projects that 
are now before you for your approval. 

In the State of Oklahoma, under State law, the soil conservation 
districts organize into conservancy districts. Those conservancy dis- 
tricts have the power to tax and levy assessments. 

They also have the authority to operate and maintain these projects 
when they are constructed. 

We are rather proud that in our State of Oklahoma that we have 
made the progress that we have in this great work of water and soil 
resource development. 

I believe that I am on perfectly safe ground in saying that in the 
State of Oklahoma there is almost 100 percent approval of this type 
of development. And we recognize that the one trouble is not neces- 
sarily the local approval of the projects but it is securing the money 
after the projects are authorized to initiate construction and put them 
to work. 

And so the Senator has asked me to urge the favorable consideration 
of these three projects in Oklahoma, with the provision that, or at least, 
calling your attention to the fact that if Public Law 566 is amended, 
both from the standpoint of financing and from the standpoint of 
increasing the size and utilization of the individual projects, that they 
might also be made applicable to these three projects that are before 

ou. 

The Cuatrman. I do not know that the committee can take any 
action in that direction. What the committee is trying to do is to act 
under the law as it is now written. And I presume that if the law is 
amended the chances are that if any of these projects are refinanced 
you may have to come back tous. I donot know. 

We are meeting here today merely to conform and comply with 
Public Law 566 to which you have referred as written. 

Mr. McBring. Yes, sir. We are cognizant of that fact, but we 
did want to call to the committee’s attention the action that might be 
taken. And I thank you for your indulgence. 

The CHarrman. All right. 

Are there any other Senators present ? 

Mr. McBripr. Senator Monroney’s administrative assistant is here 
for a statement. | 
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STATEMENT OF JACK YOCUM, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO 
SENATOR MONRONEY 


Mr. Yocum. Mr. Chairman, I am representing Senator Monroney. 

[ want to add nothing to what Mr. McBride has already said, other 
than to tell you, too, that Senator Monroney is very concerned about 
the application of the revised Public Law 566 to these projects which 
he has already gone into very carefully. 

The CuarrMan. Is there anyone else ? 

We have a statement from Senator Daniel which he asked to have 
made a part of the record, which will be done. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT FILep By Hon. Prick DANIEL, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF TEXAS 

I recommend approval of three small watershed projects in Texas for which 
the Soil Conservation Service provided technical assistance under Public Law 
566, 88d Congress, in the preparation of plans by local soil-conservation districts. 

These projects are on Cummins Creek in Austin, Colorado, Fayette, and Lee 
Counties ; upper Brushy Creek in Williamson County ; and lower Brushy Creek in 
Wililamson and Milam Counties. All three have undergone detailed study by the 
State conservationist in Texas, the SCA Administrator of his staff here in Wash- 
ington, and the Bureau of the Budget, which submitted the work plans to the 
Congress. 

As the committee knows, since the projects involve structures with more 
than 2,500 acre-feet capacity, it is necessary that they be approved by resolution 
of this committee and the House Agriculture Committee before an appropriation 
can be made for the cost of improvements. The House committee approved all 
three projects last Friday, and I hope this committee will also take favorable 
action after it has heard the evidence presented today. 


The CuarmmMan. We will next hear from Mr. Williams. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD A. WILLIAMS, ADMINISTRATOR, SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Witniams. Mr. Chairman, first, I would like to call to the atten- 
tion of the committee the map which we have placed behind your chair. 

I might say that the green coloring on that map represents the soil 
conservation districts which have been legally organized under State 
law, some 2,700 of them in the United States. 

The yellow coloring on the map represents the 11 authorized water- 
shed projects which were authorized under the 1944 Flood Control 
Act, and on which operations work has been underway for several 
years. 

The light-blue coloring represents the 58 pilot watershed protection 
projects which were authorized by the Congress in 1953 as pilot oper- 
ations and which preceded the enactment of Public Law 566. 

The dark-blue coloring on the map represents the watersheds in 
which local organizations, with the approval of the governor of the 
State or the agency that he designated, have requested ‘assistance from 
the Department of Agriculture to help the local organization in the 
preparation of a watershed plan, 
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That map is up to date as of January 1. 
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There are about 30 addi- 


tional small watersheds which we have authorized for planning assist 
ance since the Ist of January which are not on the map. 

We will be glad to supply for the record, Mr. Chairman, if you 
should desire it, a list of the watersheds which have been approved 
for planning purposes and a status report on the watersheds. 


The CHAIRMAN. 


(The information is as follows :) 


Watershed applications authorized for planning assistance 


Watershed 


ALABAMA 
High Pine Creek 
Little New River 
Creek 
Clear Creek 
ARKANSAS 
War Eagle Creek 
Camp Bayou 
Caney Creek 
CALIFORNIA 


Arroyo Grande 


Smith Creek _.. 


Upper Chino Basin 


Oentra] Sonoma Area 


Small Canyon 
Buena Vista Creek 
COLORADO 


Monument-Fountain 
Creeks, 

Big Sandy Creek 

Rifle Creek 

W ray area 

Cherry Creek 


CONNECTICUT 


Meadow, Decker, and 
Mill Brooks 


81227 


You may file that with the record. 


under the 


of Public Law 566, May 10, 1956 


Area 
acres 


194, 


3Y, 


175, 


2 


to 


219, 
128, 


246, 


227—56——_-2 





O00 
000 


, 448 


560 


, 756 


680 


7, 180 


, 000 


000 


, 000 


000 


¥70 


0, 400 


000 
000 
440 
400 


7, 786 


County 


Randolph, Chambers 
Marion, Fayette 


Jackson 


Madison, 
Washington 


Ashle y 


Cross 


San Luis Obispo 


Riverside 


San Bernardino, Riv 
erside 


Sonoma. 


San Bernardino 


San Diego 


El] Paso, Teller 


El] Paso, Elbert 
Garfield 
Yuma 
Arapahoe, 
Elbert, E] Paso 


Hartford 


Benton, 


Douglas, 


Piedmont SCD 
lombigbee-W arrior SCD 


Alabama SCD, 
Jacks County Board 


Revenue 


Madison County SCD, Ben- 
ton County SCD, Washing- 
ton County SCD 

Ashley County SCD 

Cross County SCD 


Arroyo Grande SCD, San 
Luis Obispo County Super- 
visors, City of Arroyo 
Urande . 

San Gorgino SCD, Riverside 
Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District, 
Beaumont Irrigation Dis- 
trict 

San Bernardino County Su- 
pervisors, West End SCD, 


Mira Loma SCD, Cuea- 
monga SCD, Cucamonga 
Basin Protection Associa- 


tion, Chino Basin Munici 
pal Water District. 

Santa Rosa SCD, Gold Ridge 
SCD, Sonoma County Su- 
pervisors, City of Santa 
Rosa, Bellevue-W ilfred 
Drainage District, Leguna 
Storm Water District. 

Redlands-Highland SCD, 
county of San Bernardino. 

Agua Buena SCD 


Fountain Valley SCD, Teller 
Park 8CD 

Big Sandy SCD , 
Rifle-Silt SCD, Bookeliff SCD 
Hale SCD, City of Wray 
Cherry Creek SCD, 

Jum Creek SCD, 
Arapahoe SCD 


West 
West 


Connecticut State Commis- 
sioner of Agriculture 


provisions 








Jan. 18, 1956 
Do, 


Fet 9, 1955 


D> 
Wo 


Apr. 15, 1955 


Nov. 17, 1955 


Jan. 18, 1956 


Jan. 25, 1955 


Aug. 25, 1955 
Do. 
Do. 

Jan. 6, 1956 


Mar. 21, 1956 
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Watershed applications authorized for planning assistance under the provisions 
of Public Law 566, May 10, 1956—Continued 


Watershed | Area County Local organization Date author- 
(acres) ized 


DELAWARI 


Bear Hole__-- < Ff.  ~serercetace ..-| Delaware State Soil Conser- | Jan. 25, 1955 
| vation Commission. | 
Upper Nanticoke 140, 000 | Sussex, Kent_.......-- Sieve kanes suiskitinn: Reabioawnaainal July 18, 1955 
River | 


FLORIDA | 















Lake Placid East 12, 500 | Highlands . Highlands SCD..______.-- Apr. 1,1955 
Chain of Lakes | 
Taylor Creek 89,500 | Okeechobee... Okeechobee County SCD, | Sept. 9, 1955 


Okeechobee County Board | 
of Commissioners, City 
Council of Okeechobee. 


Fisheating Creek 41, 300 | Highlands - -.._. Highlands SCD, Highlands | Nov. 17, 1955 
Marsh. | County Board of Commis- 
| sioners. 


CEORCIA 























Bear Creek ---------| 22,000 | Newton, Jasper... | Upper Ocmulgee River SCD, | Jan. 25,1955 
Newton County Commis- | 
sion, State Highway De- 
partment. 


Little Creek bi 17,800 | Wheeler, Laurens. | Wheeler County Road Com- | Do, 
| | mission, Ohoopee River 
| SCD. 
Rocky Creek 21,520 | Wilkes...........--- | Broad River SCD_.-_-- --| Aug. 25, 1955 
Walkerville Branch_-__| 12,731 | Bacon, Pierce. ---- Satilla River SCD ; Do. 
Barber Creek... -- 25,000 | Barrow, Oconee--. | Oconee River SCD, Oconee | Jan. 6, 1956 
County Commissioners, | 
Barrow County Commis- | 
| |  sioners, 
Sautee Creek ae 22,000 | White, Habersham____} Uae Chattahoochee River Do. 
SCD. 


IDAHO 





Cold Springs Creek . .--| 49, 800 | Elmore... . a -| Feb. 9, 1955 


Mission-Lapwai Creek.| 160,000 | Nez Perce, Lewis .....| Nez Perce SCD__......-------]| June 1, 1955 
Moody Creek Saliecey 100, 000 | Madison---- .....| Madison SCD, Woodmansee- | Oct. 5, 1955 
| Johnson-Rexburg Mill Ditch 
| Co., Rexburg Canal Co. 


| 
| 
| 
Fourth of July Creek oa ay, 200 | oeene.......-..6s-.- Kootenai County SCD, Koote- 
| nai County Drainage Dis- 
trict No. 1. 


Apr. 19, 1956 
ILLINOIS | 
| 





Honey Creek oo 39, 000 | Henderson, Warren-. -| Henderson SCD, Warren | July 18, 1955 
| | | scD. 
Tiskilwa area.......-- 3,300 | Buresu............. Bureau County SCD, village | Do. 


| of Tiksilwa. 
INDIANA 













Busseron Creek.....-- | 140,800 | Sullivan, Vigo, Clay, | Sullivan County SCD........| Jan. 25, 1955 
| Green. | 
Elk Creek .--------| 17,100 | Washington_.....-.-. | Washington County SCD___._| Jan. 25, 1955 
Little Indian Creek_...| 14,670 | Floyd, Harrison. .....| Floyd County SCD, Harrison | Oct. 27, 1955 
| County SCD. 
ee | Daviess County SCD__....--- Do. 


Prairie Creek .......-.- | 108, 562 


IOWA 





| Wapello...............| Wapello SCD, town of Eldon_| 





Chippewa Creek.__.---| 1, 075 | Feb. 9, 1955 
Harmony Creek......--| 3,100 | Harrison..............| Harrison County SCD, Har- Do. 

| rison County Board of Su- | 

| pervisors. 
Simpson Creek... ROD F. Peecs cao cncceta Fremont County SCD-__......| July 18, 1955 
Rocky Branch Creek-._| 8, 638 | Jefferson..............| Jefferson County SCD------ Jan. 18, 1956 





KANSAS 





Cimmaron Watershed | 6,900 | Gray..................| Gray County SCD............| Apr. 28, 1955 
District. 

Walnut Creek....- ..-| 79,053 | Brown, Kans., Rich- | Brown Co. SCD, Richardson Do. 
ardson, Nebr. | Co. 8CD. 

Andale area...... er 16, 489 | Sedgwick, Reno.......| Sedgwick Co. SCD, Reno Co, | Mar. 21, 1956 
| SCD, City of Andale. | 

North Otter Creek. -.... | 13,500 | Marshall, Riley, | Marsha llCo, SCD, Riley Co. | Do. 

Washington. | SCD, Washington Co. | 





' scD. 


sabi sa 


2 rE ibetienic. 
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Watershed applications authorized for planning assistance under the provisions 
of Public Law 566, May 10, 1956—Continued 


Watershed Area County 
(acres) 
KENTUCKY 
Canoe Creek 85,000 | Henderson_ 
Twin Creek 19,000 | Harrison 
Cypress Creek. . 48,000 | Union 


237,700 | Butler, Muhlenberg, 
Logan, Todd. 


Mud River. - 


LOUISIANA 


Bayou Dupont Za 57, 638 | Natchitoches, Sabine 
Upper Bayou Nez-/| 214,000 | Evangeline, Allen 
pique. | 


MARYLAND 


Little Deer Creek = 10,112 | Harford_........--. 
Little Youghiogheny 25,590 | Garrett... 

River. | | 
Timmonstown Branch. 6,800 | Worcester_.........-. 
Beaverdam Creek.....- 16, 384 | Wicomico_..._.--- 
Gilbert Run-.----- oe 28, 622 | Charles, St. Marys-- 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Town River..........-.| 34,560 | Norfolk, Bristol, Ply- | 


mouth. 
Sudbury-Assabet- 243, 200 Middlesex, Worcester. 


Concord Rivers 
(Suasco). 
MICHIGAN | } 


Little Black River... | 170,00 | Cheboygan 


MINNESOTA 


Rush Pine Creek..... 88,050 | Fillmore, Houston, | 
| | Winona, | 
Ten Mile Creek.._.--.- 59,826 | Yellow Medicine, Lac 


Qui Parle. 


MISSISSIPPI 
Tackett Creek. .....-... 10, 200 | Holmes_........-.-- | 
Ellison Creek. _.......- 26, O60 3. Fae ccc wcteewn 
Muddy Creek.........- | 7,700 | Tippah, Miss., Harde- 
| man, Tenn, 
| 
West Hatchie River....| 47,000 | Tippah, Alcorn. ..--. _| 


| | 


' ' | 


Date author- 
ized 


Local organization 


Henderson County SCD, | Jan. 25, 1955 
Henderson County Ditch 
Commission. 
Harrison County SCD Do. 
Union County SCD, Union | Feb, 21, 1955 
County Drainage Board, 
City of Sturgis. 
Butler County SCD, Muhlen- Do. 
berg County SCw, North 
Logan County SCD, South 
Logan County SCD, Todd 
County SCD. 


Upper West Red RiverSCD_-| Jan. 25, 1955 


Grand Coteau Ridge SCD-- Sept. 9, 1955 


Harford SCD, Harford County | Feb. 9, 1955 
Commissioners. 

Garrett SCD, Garrett County | Apr. 15, 1955 
Commissioners, city of Oak- 
land, Md. | 

Worcester SCD, Worcester | Aug. 25, 1955 
Commissioners, 


| Wicomico SCD, Wicomico | Jan. 6, 1956 


County Commissioners, city | 
of Salisbury, Md. 


Charles County SCD, Charles Do. 


County Commissioners, St. 
Marys County SCD, St. 
Marys County Commis- 
sioners. | 


| 


Norfolk County SCD, Bristol | Sept. 9, 1955 
County SCD, Plymouth 
County SCD. 

Middlesex County SCD, | Nov. 17,1955 
Northeast W orcester County 
SCD. 


| Cheboygan SCD, city of | Aug. 11,1955 


Cheboygan. | 


| 

Whitewater SCD, East Fill- | June 1, 1955 
more SCD, Root River | 
SCD, Rushford Area Drain- | 
age and Oonservancy Dis- 
trict. | 

Yellow Medicine SCD, Lac | Do. 
Qui Parle SCD, Lae Qui 
Parle County Commis- 
sioners. 


| 

| 

Holmes County SCD, Tack- |-Aug. 11, 1955 
ett Creek Watershed Drain- 
age District. 

Yazoo County SCD, Ellison | Nov. 17, 1955 
Creek Watershed Drainage | 
District. 


Northeast Mississippi SCD, | Do. 
Hardeman County SCD, | 
Muddy Creek Drainage | 
District. 

Northeast aon SCD, Do. 
West Hatchie drainage 
District, : 








SS 
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Watershed applications authorized for planning assistance under the provisions 


MONTANA 


Plattsmouth area 
\\ 3 e Creek 
Brock 
Oak-Middle ¢ K 
tributaries 
A e Creek 
NEVADA 


Susie Creek 

Upper Meadow 
ley, Wash 

tarr Valley 


Val- 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Ash Swamp, Tannery, 
White and Black 


Brooks 
Ammonoosue River 


W JERSEY 
Stony Brook 


Silver Lake-Locust Is- 


land area 


NEW MEXICO 
Hatch Valley Arroyos 
Upper Rio Penasco 


Dona Ana Arroyo 


iber Draw 


Tramperos Creek 
NEW YORK 


Cowaselon Creek 


go Creek 


Conewal 


pper Otselic River 


Area 


acres 


104 


130, 


24 


, 000 


O84 


000 


000 
200 


O00 


430) 


70, 000 


7 


194, 


184 


OS0 


650 


000 


320 


, 000 


5, 750 


204, 


17, 


. 500 


, 510 


OOO 


5, 000 


3, 400 


000 


5, 000 


800 


400 


County 


Silver Bow. 


Pondera, Teton 


Liberty 


Cass 


Morrill 


Nemaha, Johnson 


Lane ister, 
Butler, Saunders. 


Sheridan 


Elko. 
Lincoln 


Elko. 


Cheshire 


Coos, Grafton 


Mercer, Hunterdon 


Salem 


do 


Dona Ana 
Otero 
Dona Ana ‘ 


Chaves 


Union, Harding 


Madison. 


Cattaraugus, Chau- 
tauqua. 
Madison 


Seward, 


of Public Law 566, May 10, 1956—Continued 


Local organization 


Mile High SCD, Montana 
State Water Conservation 
Board. 


Pondera County SCD, Teton 
County SCD 
Liberty County SCD 


Cass County SCD 

Morrill County SCD, Morrill 
County Commissioners, 
Farmers Irrigation District, 
Pathfinder Irrigation Dis- 
trict, Alliance Irrigation 
District 

Nemaha County SCD, John- 
son County SCD, Nemaha 
County Commissioners 

Lancaster County SCD, Sew- 
ard County SCD, Butler 
County SCD, Saunders 
County SCD, 

Sheridan County SCD 


Humbolt River SCD . 
Meadow Valley SCD, Lincoln 

County Commissioners 
Starr Valley SCD 


Cheshire County SCD, city 
of Keene, 


Coos County SCD, Grafton 
County SCD, New Hamp- 
shire Water Resources 
Board. 


Freehold SCD, 
SCD. 
Salem-Cumberland SC D, Lo- 


Mid-Jersey 


cust Island Meadow Co., 
Thorofare Meadow Co. 
Salem - Cumberland SCD, 


city of Salem. 


Cabello SCD 
Otero County SCD 
Elephant Butte 
District 
Hagerman-Dexter SCD, Up- 


Irrigation 


per Hondo SCD, Roswell 
ScD 
Ute Creek SCD, Northeast- 


em SCD. 


Madison County SCD, Mad- 
ison County Board of Super- 


visors, Lenox Sullivan 
Drainage District Associa- 
tion, 


Cattaraugus County SCD, 
Chautauqua County SCD. 
Madison County SCD, Town 
Board of Georgetown, 
N. Y., Village Board of 
Canastota, N. Y. 


Date author- 
ized 

Mar. 18, 1955 
Do. 


Sept. 9, 1955 


Jan. 25, 1955 
Do. 


Apr. 


15, 1955 


Mar. 21, 1956 


Jan. 25, 
Oct. 2, 


Apr. 19,1956 


Feb. 14, 1956 


Mar. 21, 1956 


Mar. 18, 1955 


Apr. 19, 1956 
Do 

Jan. 25, 1955 

July 18, 1955 
Do. 


Feb. 14, 1956 


Mar. 21, 1956 


Aug. 5, 1955 


wdabacen, 


= cadet 


eo 


hae 























WATERSHED PROJECTS 
Watershed applications authorized for planning assistance under the 
of Public Law 566, May 10, 1956—Continued 
W Area ( ty Local organizatio 
cre 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Abbott’s Creek 109, OOK Davids Forsytl Middle Yadkin SCD, For 
Guil i ythe County Board of Su- 
pervisors (Tri Creek SCD), 
Abbott Creek Drainage 
Commissioners, City of Le 
ngt City of Thomasville, 
Day County Commis 
sioners 
Deep Creek 79, 450 Yadk i Creek SCD 
Mud Creek 69, 860 | Henderson cg ty ScD 
son County ( 
ity Henderson- 
( 
NORTH DAFOTA 
Swan-Buffalo Creeks 234, 000 Cass + Southea Cass SCD, Nortt 
ve Cas SCD Maple 
| ‘ scp tus River 
| D 
\3 Louse Creek 240,000 | Grant, Mortor Missouri Slope SCD, West 
| M or n SCD, Grant 
County SCD 
Elm River 245, OO Steele, C raill Steele County SCD, North- 
west Cass SCD, West Traill 
SCD, Southeast Traill SC D 
Wild Rice Creek 240,000 | Sarge Dak., | Sargent County SCD, Wild 
{ M l Dak Rice SCD, Marshall County 
SCD 
OHIO 
Marsh Run 21, 12 Richland, Crawford Divide SCD, Richland SCD, 
Huron Huron SCD, Celeryvilk 
Conservancy District 
Conotton Creek 53,500 | Carroll, Harrison Carroll County SCD, Harri- 
n County SCD, Harrisor 
County Board of Commis 
loners, Carroll County 
Board of Commissioners, 
Muskingum W atershed 
Conservancy District. 
)KLAHOMA 
: Long Branch 25,000 | Garfield, Payne Garfield County SCD, Payne 
obl County SCD, Noble Coun- 
ty SCD, Black Bear Con- 
ervancy District 
Big Wewoka Creek 172, 525 | Se Sdminole County SCD, 
Hughes County SCD, Shaw- 
| nee SCD, Wewoka Creek 
4 Soiland Water Conservancy 
District No. 1. 
} Little Wewoka Creek 122, 445 | Seminole, Hughes Seminole County SCD, 
i Okfuskee Hughes County SCD, Ok- 
{ fuskes County SCD, We- 


woka Creek Soil 
r Conserv District 


and W 
No. 1 


aber 


Z nev 
: . . “ ‘ : ire “ 

ia Little Deep Fork 167,000 | Creek, Okmulgee Creek County SCD, Okmul- 

Creek. Lincoln, gee County SCD, Lincoln 

i County SCD, Creek-Ok- 

“ mulgee Conservancy Dis- 

tr ’ N ) 1 
: Sandy Creek 147,000 | Garwin, Pontotoc Garwin County SCD, Ponto- 


County SCD, Pontotoe 
punty ¢ 


ommiussioners, 
t 








i 
ndy Creek Wate and 
Soil Conservancy District 
City of Ada, Okla., ¢ of 
Stratford, Okla. 
Bear, Fall and Coon 120, 960 | Logan, Oklahoma Logan County 1D, Okla- 








Creeks. Lincoh D, Lincoln 
’, Bear, Fall, 


ind ( ym Creeks ( 


homa County S¢ 


Count g¢ 


BGK0 me 


onserv- 


incy District 





9 


pro SLOTS 
Vat t 
Mar. 18, 19 
Jul is J 
Wo 
Al 4 


Jan. 25, 195: 


Do 
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Watershed applications authorized for planning assistance under the provisions 


of Public Law 566, May 10, 1956—Continued 


Watershed Area 
(acres) 
OREGON 
Deer Creek 60, 800 
North Powder River 165, 000 
Rainier Drainage Dis- | 3, 087 | 
trict. } 


Upper Bully Creek 


Little Pudding River 37, 000 
PENNSYLVANIA 


Cowanesque - - . 192, 640 


Bald Eagle Creek 166, 000 
SOUTH CAROLINA 


Coneross Creek. - - | $2,000 


Bush River | 78,000 
Toogoodoo Creek 68, 000 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
South Branch Green | 4, 260 
26, 000 


Pattee (Oakland) Creek 
Silver Creek <a 
Battle Creek ‘ ‘ 


23, 300 
182, 590 


Richland Creek --| 6, 650 
TENNESSEE 
Johnson Creek. 29, 500 


White Oak Creek. 
Swan Creek 32, 000 
Thompson Creek 20, 000 
TEXAS 
186, 240 


132, 480 
| 204, 896 


Upper Brushy Creek -- 
Lower Brushy Creek 
Cummins Creek 





Auds Creek_....... 
Lagunillas Creek 


38, 460 
104, 450 


Leona River. .......... 121, 000 
Turkey Creek.......... 19, 968 
Johnson Draw......... 67, 840 
Alamo Arroyo......... 67, 000 
Diablo Arroyo......... 34, 438 


125, 000 | 


247, 040 | 





County Local organization 


Josephine Josephine County Commis- 


|  gsioners, Illinois Valley SCD, | 


Town of Selma. 


Baker, Union. -- Baker Valley SCD, First 
| Union SCD. 

Columbia- --.- Clatskania SCD, Rainier 
Drainage District. 

Malheur. - Malheur SCD, Warm Springs 
Irrigation District, Vale- 
Oregon Irrigation District. 

Marion | Santiam SCD, Silver Creek 


SCD, Mount Angel SCD, 


Potter, Pa., Tioga, 
Pa., Steuben, N. Y. 


Potter County SCD, Tioga 
County SCD, 
County SCD. 

Oamtth....00<sasc Centre County SCD 


Oconee SCD 
Laurens SCD, 
SCD, City of Newberry. 
Meggett-Hollywood Irrigation 

Authority. 


Oconee a 
Laurens, Newberry. 


Charleston 


Union 
Lincoln ; 
Minnehaha- - 


Union County SCD- 
Lincoln SCD 
Minnehaha SCD 





Newberry | 


Date author- 
ized 


Feb. 21, 1955 


July 18, 1955 


Steuben | 


Do. 


Do. 


Nov. 17, 1955 


Aug. 25, 1955 


Feb. 14, 1956 


| Jan. 25, 1955 
Feb. 21, 1955 
Nov. 17, 1955 

5, 1955 


|} Jan. 2 
| oO 


| 


Custer, Pennington. Custer SCD, . Pennington | 
SCD. 

Union Union County SCD_. 

Madison Madison County SCD. 


Chester, Henderson, 
Hardin, McNairy. 


Chester County SCD, Hen- 
derson County SCD, Hardin 
County SCD, 
County SCD. 

Lincoln, Marshall.-. 

shall County SCD. 

Weakley, Henry. 


Taylor SCD 
do ; 

Burleson-Lee SCD, Bastrop- 
Fayette SCD, Austin- 
Washington SCD, Colorado 
County SCD. 

North Texas SCD -" 

Atascosa County SCD, Atas- 
cosa County Water Control 
& Improvement District 
No. 1, Atascosa County 
Commissioners, 
Charlotte, Tex. 

Nueces - Frio - Sabinal SCD, 
Uvalde County Commis- 
sioners, City of Uvalde, 
Texas, 

Coastal 


Williamson, Milam 
do 
Lee, Fayette, Austin, 
and Colorado, 


Lamar pieidetiead 
ACRRCOGR 2... oc cccccuce 


PGs ie cnatctinninne 


POG BONS. écccctesdive Plain SCD, Fort 


Bend County Commission- | 


ers, Fort Ben 
Drainage District. 
vaiennante | Crockett SCD al ei 
| El Paso- Hudspeth SCD, 
Hudspeth County Conser- 
vation & Reclamation Dis- 


County 


Crockett _.. 
Hudspeth- 


MeNairy 
| 
Lincoln County SCD, Mar- | 


Weakley County SCD, Henry | 
County SCD. | 


City of | 





trict No. 1, Hudspeth Coun- | 


ty Commissioners. 

El Paso - Hudspeth 

Hudspeth County Conser- 

vation & Reclamation Dis- 

trict No. 1, Hudspeth Coun- 
|! ty Commissioners. 


Dante aatetacein 


} 
SCD, | 


| June 1, 1955 
) 


Oct. 5, 


Do, 


Apr. 1, 
Do. 


Feb. 


14, 1956 


5, 1955 


Do. 


July 18, 1955 


Aug. 25, 1955 
Feb. 14, 1956 


Do. 


i 


el cea ec a 


ee es 





ascent ee na er 


ath 


a Pe toh na ye mE 


elt Rha sth. ni tt eta aN 25 RI 


Watershed applications authorized for planning assistance under the 


Watershed 





TEXAS—continued 
Wie CH cane ssucoe 


Sulphur Creek - ------ 


VIRGINIA 


Back Creek.- 
Beautiful Run- ---- 
Mountain Run wi 


Roanoke Creek ---.-.-- 
VERMONT 


Upper Missisquoi Riv- 
er. 


WASHINGTON 
Sete OfGGK .n-ccenusxs | 


Lacamas Creek tribu- 
taries. 


Chimacum Valley 


Gregan ns nctanccaeys 


Marshland Creek- ...-. | 


French Creek. .....-.-- 


WEST VIRGINIA 
Upper Buffalo Creek 
Upper Graves Creek 
Cedar Creek - 

WISCONSIN 


Mill Creek-..........-. 





WYOMING 
South Redwater Creek 
Pine Ridge-Case Bier 
Draws. 


The Cuarrman. The thing we are interested in this morning, as I 
stated, was on the approval by this committee by way of resolution of 


WATERSHED PROJECTS 


of Public Law 566, May 10, 1956—Continued 


provis 
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ions 





Area County Local organization Date author- 
(acres) | ized 
* (Be ncliiadieetal 
46,000 | Bexar............__. Alamo SCD, San Antonio | Apr. 19, 1956 
| River Authority. 
92,800 | Lampasas Burnet. Hill County SCD, County Do. 
Commissioners, Court of 
Lampasas; City of Lam- 
pasas. 


22, 500 
17, 000 


31, 000 | 


139, 565 


132, 400 | 


4, 500 


10, 500 


24, 000 


7, 896 


13, 888 | 


19, 475 


46, 376 
4, 920 
39, 196 


39, 096 


34, 835 
26, 050 





Pulaski. - 
Madison 
Culpeper 


CS. bsecncecien 


Orleans, Franklin_... 


Whatcom 


Clark- 


Jefferson _.--..-.-.... 


Grays Harbor, Pacific. 


Snohomish 


Marion 
Marshall_- nae 
Braxton, Gilmer 


Richland 


en cemencnniaieiiains 
POE. Bw 


the five projects that I have named. 


Mr. Witu1AMs. If it is satisfactory with the chairman, I would like 





Skyline SCD 
C 
Culpeper SCD, town of Cul- 


Southside SCD 


Orleans County SCD, Frank- 


Whatcom 
Drainage Improvement Dis- 


ulpeper SCD_. 


peper 


lin County SCD. 


County 
trict No. 15. 
age 


No. ! 


missioners. 


SCD, | 


Clark-Skamania SCD, Drain- | 
<n District | 
5, Clark County Com- 


Jefferson County SCD, Jeffer- 


July 
Oct. 5, 


Do. 


Apr. 19, 





Apr. 


to 


| Aug. 


son County Drainage Dis- 


trict No. 1. 
County Drainage 


Drainage District No. 1. 


Slough Flood Control Dis- | 
trict, Drainage District No. | 
4. 


Mononghela SCD 


Panhandle SCD 


West Va. Cons. Comm, 


land County Board 


Supervisors. 


Redwater SCD aaah 
Lingle-rort Laramie SCD --- 


to make about a 5-minute brief statement in that regard. 
The CuHarrman. You may proceed. 


Mr. Witu1AMs. The 13 watershed work plans now before the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry represent an important for- 
ward step in watershed land resource development program of the 


United States. 


Grays Harbor SCD, Pacific 
District 
No. 1, Grays Harbor County | 


Snohomish SCD, Marshland | 


Flood Control District, 

Drainage District No. 1, 

Drainage District No. 2. 
Snohomish SCD, French | 


Elk SCD, West Fork SCD, 


Richland County SCD, Rich- 
of 


Jan. 18 


Mar, 21 


Do. 





Mar. 18, 1955 
18, 1955 


Apr. 28, 


5, 1955 


| Aug. 25, 








































1955 


1956 


, 1956 


, 1955 


1955 


12 WATERSHED PROJECTS 


These are the first watershed projects to reach this stage of develop- 
ment under the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 
passed on August 4, 1954. 

The 13 rural watershed communities on whose shoulders rested the 
responsibility for initiating the requests and developing plans for 
carrying out these projects, have had to blaze an uncharted course. 

The Watershed Protection Act requires local interests to organize 
under authority of State law in order to sponsor a watershed project 

and agree to construct, operate, and maintain it. They have had to 
Bee ‘k new State en: abling legislation and make arrangements to finance 
their share of the costs 

Before Federal funds were made available to assist local organiza- 
tions to prepare these work plans now before this committee, a State 
agency appointed by the governor in each case approved the applica- 
tion for a watershed project. 

Policies used to guide the procedures used by the Soil Conservation 
Service in cooperating with local organizations, the State govern- 
ments and other Federal agencies, were laid down by the P1 esident in 
Executive Order 10584 setting forth rules and regulations as required 
in the act and policy of the Secret: ry of Agric ulture for the Admin- 
istration of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 

(The documents referred to above are as follows :) 


EXECUTIVE ORDER 10584 


PRESCRIBING RULES AND REGULATIONS RELATING TO THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION AcT 


By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act, and as President of the United States, I hereby prescribe the 
following rules and regulations relating to the administration of the said Act: 

SecTIoNn 1. Scope of order. This order shall apply (a) to the planning, con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of all works of improvement under the 
authority of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 
566, approved August 4, 1954; 68 Stat. 666), hereinafter referred to as the Act, 
and (b) to other programs and projects of the Department of Agriculture, and 
to programs and projects of the Department of the Interior and of the Depart- 
ment of the Army, to the extent that such programs or projects affect, or are 
affected significantly by, works of improvement provided for in the Act. 

SECTION 2. Department of Agriculture. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
have the following-described responsibilities with respect to works of improve- 
ment under the Act: 

(a) Approval or disapproval of applications for Federal assistance in preparing 
plans for works of improvement, and the assignment of priorities for the provi- 
sion of such assistance. 

(b) Notifying the following, severally, in writing of all approvals or disap- 
provals of applications for planning assistance: the sponsoring organization, the 
State Governor or Governors concerned, the Secretary of the Interior, the Secre- 
tary of the Army, and other Federal agencies concerned. 

(c) Notifying in writing the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
the Army and other Federal agencies concerned of his decision to initiate any 
survey or field investigation involving water-resource development work, and 
furnishing the Federal agencies concerned with appropriate information regard- 
ing the scope, nature, status, and results of such survey or investigation. 

(ad) Submitting plans for works of improvement to the State Governor or 
Governors concerned and to the Federal agencies concerned for review and 
comment, when the Secretary and the interested local organization have agreed 
on such plans; and, when and as required by the Act, submitting such plans to 
the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Army for their review 
and comment prior to transmission of the plans to the Congress through the 
President. 
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(e) Establishing criteria for the formulation and justification of plans for 
works of improvement and criteria for the sharing of the cost of both structural 
and land treatment measures which conform with policies established by or at 
the direction of the President for watershed protection, flood control, irrigation, 
drainage, water supply, and related water-resource development purposes. 

(f) Establishing engineering and economic standards and objectives, including 
standards as to degrees of flood protection, for works of improvement planned 
and carried out under the authority of the Act. 

(zg) Determination and definition of (1) those land-treatment measures and 
structural improvements for flood prevention and measures for the agricultural 
phases of conservation, development, use, and disposal of water which are eligible 
for Federal assistance, and (2) the nature and extent of such assistance and the 
conditions under which such assistance shall be rendered. 

(h) Planning and installing works of improvement on public lands under his 
jurisdiction, and arranging for the participation of other Federal agencies in 
the planning and installation of works of improvement on public lands under 
their jurisdiction. 

(i) Consulting with the Tennessee Valley Authority with respect to any survey 
or field’ investigation involving water-resource development work in the Tennessee 
Valley, and continuing such consultation throughout all phases of project 
development. 

(j) Holding public hearings at suitable times and places when he determines 
that such action will further the purposes of the Act. 

Section 3. Department of the Interior. (a) The Secretary of the Interior shall 
notify the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Army and other 
Federal agencies concerned in writing of his decision to initiate any survey or 
field investigation involving water-resource development work, and shall furnish 
the Federal agencies concerned with appropriate information regarding the 
scope, nature, status, and results of such survey or investigation. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall cooperate with the Secretary of Agri- 
culture in assessing the need for works of improvement under the Act on Federal 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior. Recommenda- 
tions of the Secretary of the Interior for necessary work on such lands shall be 
submitted as an integral part of the plans of the Department of Agriculture for 
works of improvement. Arrangements for construction, operation, and main- 
tenance of works of improvement on such lands shall be mutually satisfactory to 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior. 

Section 4. Department of the Army. The Secretary of the Army shall notify 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior and other Federal 
agencies concerned in writing of his decision to initiate any survey or field inves- 
tigation involving water-resource development work, and shall furnish the Fed- 
eral agencies concerned with appropriate information regarding the scope, nature, 
status, and results of such survey or investigation. 

SEcTION 5. Relationship to comprehensive development. (a) The Secretary of 
Agriculture shall submit plans for installation of works of improvement under 
the Act to the Congress through the President only if the Secretary is satisfied 
that such works constitute needed and harmonious elements in the comprehensive 
development of the river subbasin or river basin involved. 

(b) Federal agencies having responsibilities for water resource developments 
shall, in the design and justification of works of improvement, take cognizance 
of all upstream and downstream works in place and in operation, or soon to be 
brought into operation. The guiding principle shall be to adjust the nature, 
capacity, and operating characteristics of works of improvement in a manner 
that (1) reflects the respective contributions of upstream and downstream works 
to flood protection and to the conservation, development, use, and disposal of 
water, and (2) provides the best use and control of water resources at minimum 
cost. Whenever approximately equivalent benefits can be obtained from alter- 
native works of improvement, or combinations of improvements, with approxi- 
mately the same cost, the alternative or combination least costly to the Federal 
Government shall be given preferential consideration. In case benefits are pro- 
duced jointly by more than one work of improvement, or in case complementary 
relationships exist between the projects and plans of the several agencies, the 
benefits claimed in justification of a system of improvements shall not include 
any duplication or compounding of benefits. , 


81227—56 3 





14 WATERSHED PROJECTS 


Sreotion 6. Basic data. In the utilization of existing basic physical and eco- 
nomic data, and in the acquisition of additional basic data required for planning, 
design, construction, operation and evaluation of works of improvement author- 
ized under the Act, the Department of Agriculture shall be assisted by the prin- 
cipal basic-data collection agencies, including the Geological Survey in the 
Department of the Interior and the Weather Bureau in the Department of Com- 
merce. The basic-data collection agencies shall assist and cooperate with the 
Department of Agriculture with respect to the following : 

(a) Provision of pertinent information in the preliminary planning of works 
of improvement. 

(b) Collaboration in planning programs of hydrologic-data collection in project 
areas, in the selection of station sites and installation of equipment for collecting 
hydrologic data, and in the collection of such data. 

(c) Collaboration in the analysis and interpretation of hydrologic data ¢ol- 
lected specifically for projects initiated under the Act, and of relevant data 
which may contribute to an analysis of the effects of such projects. 

Dwicut D. EISENHOWER. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

December 18, 1954. 


PoLIcy OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE WATER- 
SHED PROTECTION AND FLoop PREVENTION AcT 


The Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service hereby is assigned re- 
sponsibility for the administration of the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act (Public Law 566, 83d Cong., 68 Stat. 666). He shall discharge this 
responsibility— 

(1) Subject to the general guidance and supervision of the Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture for Federal-States Relations; 

(2) With careful regard for the language of the statute and the provi- 
sions of the regulations of the President (Executive Order 10584) applicable 
to it; 

(3) In accordance with the provisions of title 9 of the administrative 
regulations of the Department of Agriculture; and 

(4) In harmony with the policies herein set forth. 

The initiative for all projects under this legislation must come from the 
people of the locality where the proposed project is to be carried out. 

The development of maximum initiative and responsibility by local organiza- 
tions shall be given every appropriate encouragement. Because work to be 
undertaken pursuant to this act has significance only as it relates to the present 
and future needs of people, careful attention in all cases will be given to the 
probable effect of any proposed watershed program upon the people to be affected 
by it. 

Work undertaken and performed under this act is to be to the fullest possible 
extent in harmony with other work of this Department, of other departments 
of the Federal Government, and with work of State and local governments and 
private organizations, undertaken and performed for watershed protection and 
flood prevention. 

Work undertaken under this act is to be cooperative with the States, their 
political subdivisions, or any agency having authority under State law to carry 
out, Maintain, and operate works of improvement authorized by the act. Coop- 
erative work will be undertaken so as to assure compliance with State laws, 
and to achieve as fully as possible a coordinated effort toward accomplishing 
the objective of this act. 

In preparation and execution of plans for works of improvement, fullest 
utilization is to be made of all available basic data pertinent to such improve- 
ments including geodetic, climatic, hydrologic, topographic, geologic, soils, land 
use and vegtal cover conditions. Such data will be utilized where applicable 
from whatever source it is available. 

Assistance rendered under the act will, among other things, be provided on 
the basis of its contribution toward an adequate water supply for our people, 
prevention of water waste, reduction of pollution, equitable distribution of 
available water supplies, prevention of floodwater and sediment damages, 
diminution of destructive force of water, and its contribution toward an en- 
hancement of resources values in terms of wise use of resources to meet the 
needs of an expanding economy. 
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Water laws of the various States and all of the rights of any landowner, 
appropriator, or user of water from any source shall be fully honored in all 
respects as they may be affected by activities conducted under this act. 

Works of improvement should be based on sound economic analysis. Costs 
shall be less than assured and identifiable benefits. Benefits are to be assessed 
with care and are to be clearly creditable to the improvement. Intangible bene- 
tits not subject to evaluation should not be used for economic justification. They 

may appropriately be used as argument but not as a part of economic analysis. 

Works of improvement including land-treatment measures, structural meas- 
ures, and such other water-management measures as may be needed for the 
tiood prevention or the agricultural phases of the conservation, development, 
utilization, and disposal of water will be planned for all lands within a water- 
shed regardless of their ownership. 

The Administrator will establish criteria for and assign on a national basis 
priorities for the furnishing of assistance under the terms of this act to local 
organizations. In establishing such criteria and assigning such priorities he 
shall take cognizance of the work of other organizations public and private in 
the area of watershed protection and flood prevention. Work undertaken under 
this act shall be planned to be harmonious with the objectives of local interests 
including being in harmony with existing projects or those soon to be brought 
into operation through other public or private organizations. 

On privately owned lands, financial assistance will be provided only for works 
of improvement producing direct measurable benefits to groups of landowners, to 
communities, and to the general public. 

Federal assistance to be provided under this act for land-treatment measures 
on land not in Federal ownership shall be limited to technical assistance re- 
quired to complete the planning and application of such measures during the 
scheduled period for completion of the project supplemental to other program 
activities. 

It is the policy of the Department that there shall be the fullest possible 
cooperation with local, State, and other Federal agencies which have or which 
may undertake responsibilities in the field of land and water management to 
the end that there may be a coordinated effort toward accomplishing the ob- 
jectives of this act. 

All appropriate agencies of the Department of Agriculture, and it is expected 
all State agencies, will make available to local organizations to the fullest prac- 
ticable extent and commensurate with their regular responsibilities such tech- 
nical assistance and information necessary to development of work plans, in- 
stallation of works of improvement, and application of land-treatment measures. 

Prior to receiving Federal assistance in the installation of works of improve- 
ment on non-Federal land, the local organization will— 

(1) Provide assurance that it will pay its proportionate share of the cost 
of installing the works of improvement as shown in the work plan; 

(2) Furnish documentary evidence that arrangements have been made tu 
assure the adequate operation and maintenance of such works; 

(3) Acquire or provide evidence that landowners have acquired in accord- 
ance with any applicable State laws such water rights as are needed in the 
installation and operation of works of improvement ; 

(4+) Provide assurance that structural works of improvement will be 
installed, operated, and maintained in accordance with any applicable State 
laws: 

(5) Provide for informing landowners and others participating in the 
plan and its effectuation of their responsibilities for compliance with State 
and Federal laws applicable ; and 

(6) Provide documentary evidence of acquisition of necessary land, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way necessary to the installation of proposed works of 
improvement. 

On Federal lands the land-treatment measures for flood prevention will be 
installed, operated, and maintained by the agency administering such land. 
Funds available under the authority of this act will be used to install land- 
treatment measures on Federal lands only to the extent necessary to complete 
the application of such needed measures provided for in approved work plans 
during the scheduled period for completion of the project. 

The cost of installing, operating, and maintaining other works of improve- 
ment on Federal land wil be shared by the agency administering such land“ 
and local organization in proportion to the estimated benefits that will accrue 
to Federal and non-Federal land and in accordance with the criteria hereinafter 
stated. 
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After the installation period, the operations and maintenance of improye- 
ments, including the cost of management, shall— 

(1) On private lands be a responsibility of the loeal organization; and 

(2) On publie lands be a responsibility of the public agency responsible 
for the management of such land using funds available under authorities 
other than this act. 

Under the act the local organization will assume all construction costs for 
providing storage in any structure for purposes other than flood prevention and 
features related thereto. It is the policy that local organizations will be ex- 
pected to assume that part of the cost of installing works of improvement, 
exclusive of Federal costs of technical services such as planning, design, super- 
vision, and economic analysis, which is equal to the ratio of local benefits to 
total benefits and all construction costs for water distribution and other facil- 
ities for purposes other than flood prevention and features related thereto. In 
addition to such costs as accrue to the Federal Government under the above 
provisions, the Federal Government may share a portion of the costs otherwise 
accruing to the local organization when justified in the work plan and the 
reasons for so doing are set forth in detail. Criteria and procedures for justify- 
ing inclusion of such cost shall be established by the Administrator and approved 
by the Assistant Secretary. 

In accordance with the stipulations and policies herein set forth, the Admin- 
istrator of the Soil Conservation Service will establish procedures for receiving 
and approving applications for assistance, determine and define measures eligible 
for assistance under the act; establish standards for work-plan development, 
program justification, and cost sharing; assign planning priorities on a national 
basis; inform and cooperate with other Federal agencies in providing authorized 
Federal assistance; cooperate with designated State agencies or governors in 
carrying out their responsibilities; assist local organizations in planning and 
carrying out works of improvement; prescribing such regulations as may be 
required for operation and maintenance by local organizations; and do all 
other things necessary to carrying out the provisions of this act. 

E. T. Benson, Secretary. 

Marcu 14, 1955. 


Mr. Witi1aMs. These 13 watershed work plans are based on the fact 
that our water resources and our land resources are so interrelated 
that they must be protected and developed in relationship to each 
other. Your committee in its report on the bill that was later enacted 
into Public Law 566, made it clear that the works of improvement 
authorized under this act were to include structural measures but that 
such measures were to be an integral part of the plan for watershed 
protection, and include land-treatment measures and agriculture 
phases of the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal 
of water. Your committee made it perfectly clear that drainage 
was to be included as authorized works of improvement to be carried 
out under the same sharing policy as all other phases of watershed 
work. 

The Department of Agriculture is participating with 158 local 
organizations in preparing watershed work plans. In addition to 
the 13 now before this committee, about 20 additional plans are 
scheduled to be forwarded to the Congress before its adjournment 
this year. Applications for planning assistance have been received 
by the Department of Agriculture for 480 watersheds. Each of 
these applications has been reviewed and approved by an agency of 
State government. 

This map shows the location of watersheds for which plans are 
now being made. 

The Watershed Protection Act requires that construction cannot be 
undertaken on any of these projects until after they have been before 
the Congress for a period of 45 days. It requires further that before 
appropriations can be made for watershed projects with structures 
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with capacity in excess of 2,500.acre-feet, the Senate and House Agri- 
cultural C ommittees shall approve them. 

Five of the thirteen projects now before this committee will require 
resolution by this committee. These are Cummins Creek, Lower 
Brushy (¢ ‘reek, U pper Brushy Creek, all in Texas, and Big Wewoka 
and Little Wewoka-Craves Creek in Oklahoma. 

All of the 13 projects have been reviewed by other Federal agencies 
and by the governor of each State as required by law and by “policy 
of the President. 

In every case these projects have been determined not to be in con- 
flict with any authorized developments farther downstream. As a 
general rule, the watershed protection work needed to control rapid 
runoff and use water productively on the upstream watershed lands 
will be the same regardless of ultimate developments of major streams 
further down. 

The total cost of the 13 projects is estimated at $24,221,700 of which 
$10,989,000 will be Federal cost and $13,232,700 non-Federal. This is 
a ratio of 45 percent Federal and 55 percent non-Federal. This is 
within the general policy of cost sharing indicated in the legislative 
history of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 

The contracts will be let by the local organizations, the projects 
installations will be operated and maintained by the local organiza- 
tions, all easements and rights-of-way will be acquired and held by 
the local organizations. 

These are, in fact, local projects with Federal Government partici- 
pation. 

I will be glad to try to answer your questions. 

The CHarrman. You have heard, Mr. Williams, one of the admin- 
istrative. assistants for Senator Kerr state a while ago there was a 
pending measure that would permit these local authorities to borrow 
money from the Federal Government. 

As I understood, some of these projects were dependent upon that 
amendment to the act being passed. 

Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Wi11aMs. Yes; I am. The legislation pending before the 
Congress now—and there are several bills—that feature which has 
to do with extending long-term credit—has the endorsement of the 
Department of Agriculture and is recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

The CuHairman. That would mean, though, that by grants and then 
by loans, the Government would undertake the entire projects; am 
I right ? 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. The way this loan is proposed to operate is not on 
interest free money, but on rather long-term loans comparable to long- 
term loans now being made. 

The CHarman. What security will there be for the repayment 
of this? 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. The security would be that which is established by 
the Secretary of Agriculture and comparable to the types of long- 
term loans that the Farmers Home Administration is now authorized 
to make on other activity. 

The Carman. Would that entail the mortgage of the lands of 
the people who own the land within the district created ? 
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Mr. Witiiams. I am not sure on that point. Mr. Mynatt, the 
Associate General Counsel, perhaps, could help us with that particular 
question. 

The Carman. Personally, I can see no point in passing on these 
projects unless everything is set that those who contribute their share, 
that is, the local share, are in a way fixed to do it. 

In other words, if it is dependent upon the passage of another act 
it may be that the resolution that we have to pass upon will be pre- 
mature. 

Mr. Wiuu1aMs. It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, in this one 
case in Oklahoma, that the local organization would like to take ad 
vantage of long-term credit, if it is available, but it is not my under 
standing that the project going forward is totally dependent upon 
that. 

Mr. Walker, our State conservationist from Oklahoma, is here and 
perhaps he could help us on that question. 

The CuHamman. Are you in a position to state to the committee that 
if and when a resolution is adopted by the committee, as proposed in 
Public Law 566, that these local authorities would be in a position 
to go forward with the work and putting up their share of it? 

Mr. Witt1as. It is my understanding, sir, that they will be. 

The Cuamman. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Arken. Would the Water Facilities Act loaning authority 
be available to help local people put up their share of the funds 
required to carry out these programs ? 

Mr. Wiuu1ams. It is my understanding, sir, that under certain 
types of work that the Water Facilities Authority would be helpful. 
But the Department has recognized that for flood prevention type of 
work, watershed improvement, and associated measures, that there is 
need for a long-term borrowing authority at the Government rate of 
interest, as the Department has recommended, with loan authority 
up to a 50-year period. That would be a supplemental authority 
that would be desirable. 

Senator Arken. The Water Facilities Act limits loans to 20-year 
periods. 

Mr. Wuu1AMs. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Epwarp F. Mynarr (Office of the General Counsel). Yes; it is. 

Mr. Witxtiams. Mr. Mynatt may wish to add something to my 
response on that particular point, Senator Aiken. 

Senator Arken. I have one other question after he gets through, if 
he has anything to add ? 

Mr. Mynatt. No, sir. 

Sentor A1keNn. I notice in 4 of these projects that other Government 
agencies are involved; I think 2 of them involve the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs and the Bureau of Land Management, and 1 the Forest Service. 
Have these projects been cleared with them ? 

Mr. WriuiaMs, Yes, sir. I might say with respect to the Forest 
Service that they participate in eac ch of the watershed surveys and are 
a party to assisting the local organization’s development of the water- 
shed plan. 

Senator Arken. I believe there is just 1 of these projects in which 
the Forest Service lands are directly involved, 2 with the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, and 1 the Bureau of Land Management. 
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Mr. Witurams. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. Along that same line I have a question. 

On March 14, it shows that Assistant Sec retary Peterson wrote the 
Director of the Budget. In my exhibit, I do not find the answer from 
the Director of the Budget. 

Did they approve this? Does it have budget approval or is that 
pending ¢ 

Mr. Wiuttams. These 13 projects, Senator Mundt, were transmitted 
to the Congress by the Bureau of the Budget after their review and 
with their approval. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand, that was the purpose of the ques- 
tion I asked you a while ago, that everything that is necessary under 
the law, that is, Public Law 566, has been ‘complied with, with the 
exception that in order for the projects to be started soon or imme- 
diately, we will say, the resolution from this committee and the House 
Agricultural Committee are necessary. 

Mr. Wiuurams. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. That is all that is necessary. 

Mr. Witi1aMs. Yes, sir. 

Senatur Munpr. Just a resolution of approval? 

The Cuatrman. That is all. 

Mr. Witu1ams. The reason the resolution is necessary is bec: ause on 
5 of the watersheds there are some structures larger than 2,500 acre- 
feet but less than 5,000. 

Senator Arken. There are 5 structures having over 2,500 acre- 
feet, but less than 5,000. 

Mr. WituraMms. Five watershed projects in which there are struc- 
tures over 2,500 acre-feet in capacity. 

Senator Munpr. If they were less than 2,500 acre-feet they would 
go through automatically. 

Mr. WiiitaMs. Yes. 

— Monpr. What happens if they are over 5,000—refresh my 
min¢ 

Mr. Witx1ams. They are not permitted in the program, if they are 
over 5,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Munpr. Excluded entirely ? 

Mr. Wiriu1aMs. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. I have forgotten the name of this big one—we saw 
the pictures down in Oklahoma—that is over 5,000, is it not? That 
is special legislation ? 

Mr. Wriu1aMs. That was built under another. Might I comment 
on that? 

You will notice on the map the yellow coloring indicates the pro- 
jects authorized by the Flood C ontrol Act of 1944 and the 5,000 acre- 
foot restriction is not in those particular authorizations. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. I have a 1-page summary of each of the 13 projects 
we will leave for the record. 

The Cuatrman. All right, that will be put in the record at. this 
point. 

(The summaries are as follows:) 


Bear Creek watershed, Georgia 

Annual benefits of carrying out this work plan in 23,324-acre Bear Creek 
watershed in Newton and Jasper Counties are estimated to be $11,273 after the 
proposed 5-year project is completed. 
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Local sponsors of the proposed project, Upper Ocmulgee River Soil Gonserva- 
tion District and Newton County, reported that these expected benefits will 
result from reduction of floodwater and sediment damage; reduction of road 
maintenance costs, and from restoration of bottomland to its former use. Three 
or more floods have been occurring each year in this watershed. 

The plan was prepared by the local sponsors with technical help from the 
Soil Conservation Service and the Forest Service of the Department of Agri- 
culture. The plan calls for soil and water conservation measures for flood 
prevention on watershed farmland, stream channel improvement, floodway con 
struction, roadside erosion control, and additional cooperative forest fire control. 

The local organizations propose to bear 78 percent of the total costs of $345,239. 
They request with supporting justification that the Federal Government bear 
the remaining 22 percent, principally for technical assistance and construction 
of waterflow control improvements. Local people offer $15,184 toward the con- 
struction cost of structural measures in addition to the costs of obtaining land, 
easements, and rights-of-way, letting and administering construction contracts, 
operating and maintaining the project after installation, establishing roadside 
erosion control measures, and applying planned soil and water conservation 
practices. 

Structural measures included in the plan are 48,597 linear feet of channel 
improvement, 5 miles of floodway, more than 32 miles of roadside erosion control, 
and additional cooperative fire control on 8,273 acres of woodland in the water- 
shed. Each $1 spent for these improvements will return $3.03 in benefits. About 
half of the needed land treatment already is completed. 


Bear Hole Watershed, Delaware 

Annual agricultural water management benefits of carr ing out this work 
plan in 4,523-acre Bear Hole watershed in Sussex County are estimated to be 
$36,295 after the proposed 5-year project is completed. 

The Delaware State Soil Conservation Commission, which is sponsoring this 
proposed watershed protection project, reports that poor drainage is the major 
problem in the watershed. ‘Farmers within the area,” the commission says in 
the work plan prepared with technical help of the Soil Conservation Service of 
the Department of Agriculture, “have been unable to adopt modern farming 
methods in full because of seasonal drainage problems and occasional ponding 
during the regular cropping season.” High water tables limit use of green 
manure and cover crops. Small fields “caused by poorly planned ditch systems 
limit the efficient use of modern farm equipment.” Flooding occurs in the lower 
part of the watershed. 

The work plan combines soil and water conservation measures on farmlands 
and structural measures for drainage improvement. 

Local people propose to bear 65 percent of the total costs of $351,015. To 
help meet the local share of costs, the sponsoring State soil-conservation com- 
mission proposes to foster the formation of a special-purpose local governmental 
organization which, under Delaware law, is called a tax ditch. In addition, 
the commission offers to make available for construction purposes certain State 
and county funds it administers. 

The commission requests with reasons therefor the Federal Government to 
bear 35 percent of the cost of this propesed project, principally for channel 
improvement and erosion control structures. Local people offer to provide 
$77,846 in addition to land, easements, and rights-of-way, to let and administer 
contracts, operate and maintain the project, and apply planned soil- and water- 
conservation measures. 

Each $1 spent for channel improvement and erosion-control structures will 
return $3.36 in benefits. 


Big Wewoka Creek watershed, Oklahoma 


Annual flood prevention benefits of carrying out this work plan in 172,525- 
are Big Wewoka Creek watershed in Seminole, Hughes, and Pottawatomie 
Counties are estimated to be $232,973 after the proposed 10-year project is com- 
pleted. 

Seminole County, Hughes County, and Shawnee Soil Conservation Districts 
and Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District No. 2, the sponsoring 
local organizations, report in the work plan that the recommended measures 
would have “eliminated 19 of the 132 floods” during the 20-year period ending 
in 1942. Further, the proposed combination of soil and water conservation and 
waterflow control measures would have reduced 27 of the 41 major floeds to 
“minor floods.” 





WATERSHED PROJECTS 21 


The work plan was prepared by the local sponsoring organizations with tech- 
nical help from the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of Agriculture. 

The local sponsoring organizations propose to bear 35 percent of total costs 
of $4,160,867. They request with justification that the Federal Government 
bear the remaining 45 percent, principally for construction of floodwater retard- 
ing structures. The sponsors ask that the SCS increase its technical help to 
farmers cooperating with the soil conservation districts, and that the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs of the Department of the Interior increase its technical help 
on Indian lands within the watershed. 

Local people offer to pay $195,000 toward cost of structural measures in addi- 
tion to the costs of land, easements, and rights-of-way, letting and adminis- 
tering construction contracts, operating and maintaining structures, and ap- 
plying planned soil- and water-conservation measures. 

Forty-two floodwater retarding structures with a total capacity of 43,862 
acre-feet are proposed. Each $1 spent for these improvements will return 
$2.05 in benefits. 

Cummins Creek watershed, Texas 

The watershed work plan proposes a soil- and water-conservation program of 
land treatment and structural measures for flood prevention that “would elimi- 
nate damage on the Cummin Creek flood plain from 40 of the minor floods” such 
as occurred during a 20-year period ending in 1942. Of the 44 remaining floods 
during those 20 years, “all but 4 would be reduced to minor floods.” 

Annual flood-prevention benefits of carrying out this work plan in 204,896- 
acre Cummins Creek watershed in Lee, Fayette, Austin, and Colorado Counties 
are estimated to be $256,573 after the proposed 10-year project is completed. 
These benefits include an average annual reduction of $229,779 in flood and 
sediment damages and an increased net income of $26,794 from more intensive 
use of bottomland below floodwater retarding dams. 

Four soil conservation districts, Burleson-Lee, Bastrop-Fayette, Colorado, and 
Austin-Washington, the Commissioners Courts of Lee, Colorado, and Fayette 
Counties and the Cummins Creek Watershed Association prepared the water- 
shed work plan with technical help from the Soil Conservation Service. 

The local sponsoring organizations propose to bear 61 percent of the total 
project cost of $4,766,882. They request with supporting justification that the 
Federal Government bear the remaining 39 percent, principally for construe- 
tion of floodwater retarding structures. Local people offer $250,000 toward 
the construction cost of structures in addition to the costs for obtaining land, 
easements, rights-of-way, necessary relocation or changes in powerlines and 
county roads, letting and administering contracts, of operating and maintaining 
the project, and applying soil and water conservation practices on the land. 

Thirty-one flood water’ retarding structures with a total capacity of 47,071 
acre-feet are proposed. Each $1 spent for theses structures will return $2.44 in 
benefits. 

Harmony Creek watershed, Iowa 

Annual benefits of carrying out the structural measures of this watershed 
work plan is 3,100-acre Harmony Creek watershed in Harrison County are esti- 
mated to be $6,953 after the proposed 1-year project is completed. Most of 
these benefits will come from control of deep gullies which are now causing ex- 
tensive erosion and sediment damage. Other benefits from the project are 
expected to total at least $455 annually. 

Harrison County Soil Conservation District, the Harrison County Board of 
Supervisors and Harmony Creek Watershed Association prepared the watershed 
work plan with technical help from the Soil Conservation Service of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

The sponsors say in the work plan that the advancing gully system ranges from 
4 to 40 fet in depth, and at places contains gullies 250 feet wide. These gullies are 
destroying farmland, isolating farm fields, damaging county roads, and are a 
hazard to livestock. One farmer reported the death of 9 cattle in a gully in the 
last 5 years. 

Local people through the sponsoring organizations propose to bear 42 percent of 
total costs of $156,640. They request with justification that the Federal Gov- 
ernment bear the remaining 58 percent of costs, principally for structures to 
control gullies and reduce sediment damage. 

The sponsors offer to pay $35,880 in cash toward construction, in addition to 
providing needed land, easements, and rights-of-way, applying planned soil and 
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vater conservation measures on farmland, letting and administering construction 
contracts, and operating and maintaining the project after completion. 
Structural measures planned are five grade control structures with a total ca- 
pacity of almost 900 acre-feet and 1 grade stabilization structure. Each $1 spent 
for these improvements will return $1.24 in benefits. 


Hatch Valley Arroyos watershed, New Mexico 


Annual benefits of carrying out this work plan in 14,521-acre Hatch Valley 
Arroyos watershed in Dona Ana and Sierra Counties are estimated to be $15,691 
after the proposed 3-year project is completed. This benefit will result primarily 
from reduction of floodwater and sediment damage. 

Caballo Soil Conservation District, sponsor of the proposed project, recom- 
mends flood-prevention structures in the watersheds of six arroyos draining 
through valley irrigated lands into the Rio Grande. The arroyos are Ralph, 
Reid-Thurman, Velarde, North Salem, Rodey, and Garfield. 

In the watershed work plan prepared with technicial help from the Soil Con- 
servation Service of the Department of Agriculture, the Caballo Soil Conserva- 
tion District says that the proposed improvements “will prevent all damages 
from floods with an average occurrence of once in 50 years and all lesser floods 
by containing the 50-year flood volume without spilling.” The district also says 
that “damages resulting from floods which occur once in 100 years on the aver- 
age will be reduced by about 79 percent.” 

The sponsor has arranged with the Bureau of Land Management of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, which manages public domain in the watershed; the Bureau 
of Reclamation; the Elephant Butte Irrigation District ; and the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service to assist in carrying out the watershed work plan. 

Local people propose to bear 37 percent of the total costs of $217,294. They 
request with justification that the Federal Government bear the remaining 63 
percent, principally for construction of floodwater retarding structures on or 
partly on public land. 

The local sponsor offers to pay $45,784 in cash toward cost of structural meas- 
ures in addition to providing easements for construction on privately owned land, 
letting and administering construction contracts, and operating and maintaining 
the project. 

Six floodwater retardig structures with a total capacity of 1,094 acre-feet, 13 
miles of fence to protect structures, and 6,800 feet of channel improvement are 
proposed. Each $1 spent for these improvements will return $1.83 in benetits. 
Little Wewoka Creek-Graves Creek watershed, Oklahoma 

Annual flood-prevention benefits of carrying out this work plan in 122,445-acre 
Little Wewoka-Graves Creeks watershed in Seminole, Hughes, and Okfuskee 
Counties are estimated to be $110,410 after completion of the proposed 10-year 
project. 

Seminole County, Hughes County, and Okfuskee Soil Conservation Districts 
and the Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District No. 2, the sponsoring 
local organizations, report that the recommended measures would have elimi- 
nated 38 of the 133 floods occurring during the 20-year period ending in 1942. 
Of the 26 major floods during that period, 18 would have been reduced to minor 
floods. 

The work plan was prepared by the local sponsoring organizations with techni- 
cal help from the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of Agriculture. 

The local sponsors propose to bear 59 percent of total costs of $2,070,802. They 
request with justification that the Federal Government bear the remaining 41 
percent principally for construction of floodwater retarding structures. The 
sponsors ask that the SCS increase its technical help to farmers cooperating 
with the soil-conservation districts, and that the Bureau of Indian Affairs of the 
Department of the Interior increase its technical help on Indian lands within the 
watershed. 

Local people offer to pay $87,500 toward cost of structural measures and such 
costs as acquiring land easements, and rights-of-way, letting and administering 
construction contracts, operating and maintaining structures, and applying 
planned soil and water conservation measures, 

BHighteen floodwater retarding structures with a total capacity of 24,276 acre- 
feet are proposed. Each $1 spent for these improvements will return $2.16 in 
benefits. 
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Long Branch Creek watershed, Oklahoma 


Annual benefits of carrying out the structural measures of this watershed work 
plan in 28,160-acre Long Branch Creek watershed in Noble and Payne Counties 
are estimated to be $27,937 after the proposed 5-year project is completed. This 
benefit will result from reduction of floodwater, sediment, and erosion damages. 
Other benefits from the project are expected to total at least $4,327 annually. 

Noble and Payne County Soil Conservation Districts and the Black Bear Creek 
Watershed Soil Conservation District sponsor the project. These local organiza- 
tions prepared the watershed work plan with technical help from the Soil Con- 
servation Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Long Branch Creek has been flooding an average of at least once a year for 
many years, the sponsors report. During the 20 years from 1926 through 1945, 
annual damage from floodwater, sediment, and erosion totaled nearly $35,000. 
The flood of June 1951 is mentioned in the work plan as “the most severe in 
recent years.” 

The watershed work plan proposes a soil and water conservation program of 
land treatment and structural measures for flood prevention. 

Local people through the sponsoring organizations propose to bear 56 percent 
of the total costs of $646,836. They request with justification that the Federal 
Government bear the remaining 44 percent of costs, principally for structures to 
control floodwater and for additional technical help to speed up land treatment. 

The sponsors offer to pay $21,557 in cash toward construction costs, and also 
to provide land, easements, and rights-of-way; to let and administer contracts 
for construction; to apply needed soil and water conservation measures on the 
land, and to operate and maintain the project after its completion. 

Structural measure planned are 11 floodwater retarding dams with a total 
capacity of 5,016 acre-feet. Each $1 spent for these structures will return $2.08 
in benefits. 

Lower Brushy Creek subwatershed, Texas 

Annual flood-prevention benefits of carrying out this work plan in 138,240- 
acre lower Brushy Creek subwatershed in Milam and Williamson Counties are 
estimated to be $420,935 after the proposed 10-year project is completed. In 
addition, work proposed in upper Brushy Creek in another project work plan 
would further reduce damage in lower Brushy by $191,725 each year. 

The plan, prepared by the Taylor Soil Conservation District and Brushy Creek 
Watershed Association with technical help from the Soil Conservation Service of 
the Department of Agriculture, proposes a soil and water conservation program 
of land treatment and structural measures for flood prevention which, the local 
sponsors explain, are designed for soil, plant, and water conservation and flood 
prevention. 

The local sponsoring organizations propose to bear 53 percent of the total costs 
of $5,561,097. They reanest with supporting justification that the Federal 
Government bear the remaining 47 percent principally for construction of flood- 
water retarding structures and stream channel improvement. Local people offer 
$217,500 toward the construction cost of structural measures in addition to the 
costs of obtaining land, easements and rights-of-way, letting and administering 
construction contracts, operating and maintaining the project after completion, 
and applying soil and water conservation practices on the land, 

Twenty-five floodwater retarding structures with a total capacity of 29,920 
acre-feet and nearly 36 miles of stream channel improvement are proposed. 
Each $1 spent for these improvements will return $3.11 in benefits. Conserva- 
tion measures already have been applied on about one-fourth of the land in the 
watershed. 


Mill Canyon-Sage Flat watershed, Utah 


Annual flood-prevention benefits of carrying out the structural measures of 
this work plan in 15,296-acre Mill Canyon-Sage Flat watershed in Sevier County 
are estimated to be $4,120 after the proposed 5-year project is completed. Almost 
98 nercent of average annual floodwater and sediment damage is expected to be 
eliminated. Other benetits from the project are expected to total at least $820 
annually. 

The Sevier County Soil Conservation District, the town of Glenwood, and the 
Glenwood Irrigation Co. are cosnonsors of the proposed project. They prepared 
the watershed work plan with technical help from the Soil Conservation Service 
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and Forest Service of the United States Department of Agriculture and the 
Bureau of Land Management of the Department of Interior. 

The watershed work plan proposes a soil and water conservation program of 
land treatnrent and structural measures which, the sponsors report, will prevent 
damage from floods occurring once in 50 years or oftener. Larger floods, though 
not fully controlled, will be reduced, according to the plan. 

Mill Canyon has a long history of damaging floods. All floodwater from the 
canyon now passes through Glenwood. Only 23 percent of the watershed land 
is privately owned. Seventy-two percent of the watershed is in national forest 
or public domain, and is managed by the Forest Service or the Bureau of Land 
Management. The remaining land is State owned. 

Local people through their organizations propose to bear 25 percent of the 
total costs of $170,915, or 39 percent of the total costs on non-Federa! lands, 
they request with justification that the Federal Government bear the remain- 
ing 75 percent, principally for improvements on Federal land, construction of a 
floodwater retarding dam with a capacity of 208 acre-feet, and channel improve- 
ment through the town of Glenwood. 

The sponsors offer to pay $14,280 toward construction costs in addition to 
providing land, easements, and rights-of-way, applying needed soil and water 
conservation measu:es on privatety owned land, letting and administering con- 
tracts, and operating and maintaining the project. 

Each $1 spent for structural improvements will return $1.37 in benefits. 


Plattsmouth Creek watershed, Nebraska 


Annual benefits of carrying out the structural measures of this work plan in 
2.465-acre Plattsmouth Creek watershed in Cass County are estimated to be 
$7,502 after the proposed 5-year project is completed. This benefit will result 
from the reduction of floodwater and sediment damage. Other benefits from 
the project are expected to total at least $4,494 annually. 

The city of Plattsmouth and the Cass Soil Conservation District are cosponsors 
of the proposed project. They prepared the watershed work plan with technical 
assistance from the Soil Conservation Service and the Forest Service of the 
United States Department of Agriculture. The plan proposes a soil and water 
conservation program of land treatment and structural measures. 

Floods have long been a problem in Plattsmouth, the sponsors report. The first 
severe flood is said to have occurred in 1898. The floods of June 20, 1942, and 
June 4, 1947, each caused more than $50,000 in damages in the city. The Platts- 
mouth watershed is a fan-shaped area formed by short, steep drainageways which 
converge in the city of about 5,000 population, and drain directly into the 
Missouri River. About half of the watershed is within the city limits. 

Thre local people through their organizations propose to bear 68 percent of 
the total project costs of $205,850. They request with justification that the 
Federal Government bear the remaining 32 percent, principally for construction 
of floodwater retarding dams and other structures. 

The sponsors propose to pay $16,000 in construction costs in addition to apply- 
ing needed soil and water conservation measures on farmland, providing land, 
easements and rights-of-way for structures, letting and administering construc- 
tion contracts, and operating and maintaining the project when completed. 

Structural measures included in the plan are 5 floodwater retarding dams and 
5 combination dams for floodwater retarJing, sediment retention and grade 
stabilization, with a total capacity of 502 acre-feet. Each $1 spent for these 
improvements will return $1.89 in benefits. 


Upper Brushy Creek subwatershed, Teras 


Annual flood-prevention benefits of carrying out this work plan in 191,360- 
acre upper Brushy Creek subwatershed in Williamson County are estimated to be 
$307,509 after the proposed 10-year project is completed. 

In the work plan prepared by the Taylor Soil Conservation District and 
Brushy Creek Watershed Association with technical help from the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service of the Department of Agriculture, these expected benefits are 
listed: $94,129 reduction of floodwater, sediment, erosion, and other damages 
within this subwatershed $9,013 net increased income from more intensive use of 
bottomland below floodwater retarding dams, and $204,367 reduction in damage 
below the proposed project along Brushy Creek and San Gabriel and Little 
Rivers. 
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The plan proposes a soil and water conservation program of land treatment 
ana structural measures for flood prevention which, the local sponsors explain, 
would “contribute directly to soil, plant, and water conservation and flood 
prevention.” a. 

The local sponsoring organizations propose to bear 48 percent of total costs 
of $5,043,238. They request with supporting justification that the Federal Gov- 
ernment bear the remaining 52 percent, principally for construction of flood- 
water retarding structures and for creek channel improvements. Local people 
offer $217,500 toward the construction cost of structural measures in addition 
to the costs of acquiring needed land, easements and rights-of-way, letting and 
administering contracts, operating and maintaining the project after completion, 
and apply soil and water conservation practices on the land. 

Thirty-three floodwater retarding structures, with a total capacity of 47,461 
acre-feet, and about 614 miles of channel improvement are proposed. Each $1 
spent for these improvements will return $2.49 in benefits. Conservation measures 
already have been applied on about one-fourth of the land in the watershed. 
Upper Grave Creek watershed, West Virginia 

Annual flood-prevention and sediment-reduction benefits of carrying out this 
work plan in 4,920-acre upper Grave Creek watershed in Marshall County are 
estimated to be $62,402 after the proposed 5-year project is completed. 

The plan was prepared by the sponsoring Panhandle Soil Conservation Dis- 
trict, the Cameron Planning Commission, and the Cameron City Council with 
technical help from the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of Agri- 
culture. Soil-and-water conservation measures for flood prevention on farm- 
land are combined with floodwater retarding structures and stream channel 
improvement for watershed protection and flood prevention. 

The local sponsors report that Cameron, with a population of about 1,700, “is 
constantly threatened with floods.” Most of these have been “flash floods, ris- 
ing without warning, affecting homes, business places, streets, and roads.” 

The local organizations propose to bear 48 percent of the total costs of 
$525,240. They request with supporting justification the Federal Government 
to bear the remaining 52 percent, principally for construction of floodwater re- 
tarding structures and stream-channel improvement. Local people offer to 
pay all construction costs of one floodwater retarding dam, which also will 
impound water for Cameron; in addition to providing land, easements, and 
rights-o.-way; to let and administer construction contracts for all dams and 
channel work; to operate and maintain the project after its completion; and to 
apply planned soil-and-water conservation measures on the land. 

Seven floodwater retarding structures, including the one which also will 
store municipal water, and more than 3!4, miles of stream channel improvement 
are proposed. Each $1 spent for these improvements will return $3.56 in flood- 
prevention bene! its. 


The Cuairman. I understand these other gentlemen are here to 
answer questions. 

Mr. \Wittiams. They were here to help me. 

The CirArrman. I understand. 

Senator Aiken. Are there representatives of any other Govern- 
ment agencies here besides the engmeers who have anything to say 
onthis’ Someone is here from Interior, I see. 

The Cruaiman. He will be called in a moment. These representa- 
tives, | understand, are with the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Writtims. There is a representative of the Forest Service here 
today, too. If we could have 1 minute I would like to tell vou of an 
experience that happened in one of the pilot projects in Texas last 
week when there was an extremely severe cloudburst totaling some 
10 to 12 inches of water that fell in 1 day. I would like to have Mr. 
Smith comment on that very briefly, if you care to take that time. 

The Cuatrman. That is one project ? 
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Mr. Witu1ams. A pilot project in the vicinity of the Public Law 
566 projects. 

The CuatrmMan. When was that authorized ? 

Mr. Witu1ams. That was authorized in 1953 under the pilot water 
shed project program. 

The Cuamrman. What is the size of it? 

Mr. WituiaMs. Can you tell them the size of it ? 

The CuarrMan. Give your full name for the record. 


STATEMENT OF R. N. SMITH, STATE CONSERVATIONIST FOR TEXAS, 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE, TEMPLE, TEX. 


Mr. Smiru. R. N. Smith, Temple, Tex. 

The size of Green Creek project is 65,000 acres. 

The CHarrmMan. 65,000? 

Mr. Smirn. The total drainage area is 65,000 acres. Last week 
we had a very severe rain; about a 100- year intensity, dropping 14.6 
inches of rain in 24 hours in that watershed above where 7 flood water 
retarding structures had been completed; 12.4 inches of that fell in a 
6-hour period, with 6 inches of it falling in 2 hours and 45 minutes. 

The upper five structures had minor flows through the emergency 
spillway, as they were designed to do under rains ‘of that intensity. 
They worked perfectly. 

Those rains were following rains the day before ranging from 1.7 
to 3.3 inches, giving totals in excess of 14.5 inches above some of those 
structures, in a 24-hour period. I believe that is what you had in 
mind, Mr. Williams. 

The Cuatrrman. What happened ? 

Mr. Smirn. They worked just as they were designed to do and 
prevented very severe flooding on that creek. 

The Cuarrman. Did you have any areas in the immediate vicinity 
or nearby that were not protected and that suffered because of the 
rains ¢ 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. In an adjoining watershed, the Upper North 
Bosque, with about a comparable drainage area above the city of 
Stephenville went on flood and caused the evacuation of about 500 
people in that city. It caused about $200,000 of agricultural dam- 
age along the flood plain of that stream. 

The same thing happened on the other side, Cow and Armstrong 

Creeks, where major highway bridges were washed out. Incidentally, 
a year ago those bridges had been enl: ged and rebuilt as a result 
of the storms at that time. 

The Cuarrman. And you say this project is 65,000 acres? 

Mr. Smrru. 65,000 acres of total drainage in the watershed. 

The Cuatrman. What isthe size of the structure? 

Mr. Smrrn. The structures range from about 1,000 acre-feet of 
detention up to about 2,800 acre-feet of detention. 

The Cuarrman. Under 5,000? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. 

Are there any questions? Does anybody else from the Soil Con- 
servation Service desire to be heard ¢ 
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If not, we thank you very much. 

Mr. Witu1ams. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuairman. Major General E. C. Itschner, Assistant Chief of 
Engineers for Civil Works, Dep: en of the Army. 

All right, General, I would like first to know for the record how 
you come into this picture—what is your interest in it? 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, our interest in this is two-fold. 
In the first place, Public Law 566 requires that we report on all of 
these projects. 

Second, we have a general interest in flood control. 

The CuarrmMan. All right. We are glad to have that for the record. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
[ greatly appreciate your thoughtfulness i in making it possible for a 
re presentative of the Department of the Army to be present today. 
Only his illness prevents General Sturgis from being with you, and 
he has asked me to express his regrets. He is now appearing at the 
office a few hours a day and we expect soon to have him back for full- 
time duty. 

You have before you for consideration 13 reports proposing that 
under the provisions of Public Law 566 the Secretary of Agriculture 
assist local organizations to carry out plans for the reduction of flood 
damages s along headwater streams. 

In general, “these plans call for the installation of two kinds of 
measures. First, soil conservation, forest improvement, and similar 
land treatment measures ; and : second, engineering works. 

The land treatment measures are mainly for the purpose of reduc- 
ing soil erosion, and helping maintain agricultural productivity. The 
reports indicate that these measures will have an incidental and rela- 
tively small effect on flood damages. 

Reduction of flood damages will be brought about principally by 
the proposed engineering works. In most watersheds the proposed 
engineering works are dams behind which flood waters would be held 
te mporarily to reduce flood flows below them. 

These systems of headwater reservoirs operate to reduce floods in 
exactly the same manner as the system of larger reservoirs which the 
Corps of Engineers has constructed in larger watersheds. 

A system of small reservoirs in a small drainage basin is in fact a 
scale model of a system of larger reservoirs in a large basin. 

The Department of Army has for many years “favored the wide- 
spread application of soil conservation and other land treatment 
measures for the reduction of soil erosion and the maintenance of 
productivity. We have tried to make our position on this clear in our 
comments on the reports now before the committee. 

But we have not attempted to go further than this in diseussing the 
proposed land treatment plans. We are concerned with engineering 
matters and we have confined our comments and suggestions to the 
engineer plans proposed in the reports. 

In passing, however, I should like to say that these reports bear 
out what we have been saying for many years, namely, that the appli- 
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cation of land treatment measures has but a minor effect on major 
floods. 

As all of you undoubtedly know, some people contend that reservoirs 
and other engineering works are not needed, that floods can be con- 
trolled by treatment ‘of the land. These reports show that even on 
small watersheds it is necessary to install engineering works to sig- 
nificantly reduce floods and flood damages—in effect, to apply in 
miniature exactly the same types of flood- control-works that the C orps 
of Engineers has used with great success to control floods on the larger 
streams, 

The CHatrman. What do you mean by “engineering works”? 
Would you explain that? 

General Irscuner. Dams, principally. 

The Cuarrman. This is done on these small projects 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Why would you not term that.“engineering work” 

General Irscuner. We do, sir. We do not. consider engineering 
works to include terracing and crop practices, 

Senator ATKEN. Would you include levees and riprap ? 

General IrscHner. Everything of that sort. I think the Soil Con- 
servation Service agrees with us in that respect. 

As I stated, the Department of the Army commented on only the 
engineering plans proposed in the reports. Our comments are set out 
in the letters accompanying the reports and I need not take the time 
of the committee to go into any detail. 

I would, however, like to indicate very briefly the nature of our 
comments and suggestions. 

Senator Munpr. Before you get into that, do your engineering 
studies show what you designate as “engineering works,” which I in- 
terpret as meaning reservoir work, dams, riprap, spillways, et cetera. 
Do your studies show that those engineering works, reservoir works, 
require a smaller structure where you have these upstream develop- 
ments, than it would be if you did not have these upstream develop- 
ments ¢ 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; to a certain extent they would have 
an effect, depending upon how extensive was the construction of these 
small watershed engineering structures. And, as a matter of fact, 
to a certain extent (and we ‘think rather a limited extent—I am sure 
the Soil Conservation Service agrees with us), the watershed treatment 
measures, too, would reduce the flood flows. 

Senator Munpr. So that they tend to supplement a flood-control 
program ¢ 

General Irscuner. They definitely would. 

Senator Munpr. And tend to reduce the size and, ipso facto, the 
cost of the so-called engineering works ? 

General Irscuner. As we reduce the size of dams, the cost is 
reduced ; but, of course, it takes more of them. 

Senator Munpr. But the main benefit, as you see it, accruing from 
programs of this kind, would not be that reduction in cost but. the 
enhancement of the value of the farm lands which come as a result 
of these conservation practices ; is that correct ? 

General Irscrner. That is right. I think the principal benefit. is 
in the areas that are above the larger reservoirs which control major 
floods on the main streams. 
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Senator Munpr. If you were looking at a flood-control project and 
you were thinking on ly in terms of stop ping floods downstream, would 
you find that doing it by engin eering works alone or doing it by this 
supp lementary program, which would be the more economical from 
Uncle Sam’s standpoint, if you were thinking alone of stopping 
floodwaters ¢ 

General Irscuner. That is a hard question to answer because it 
would depend upon the individual basin. 

We do know, I believe, that the average cost per acre-foot of water 
stored in the smaller reservoirs today is something on the order of 
$50—in that vicinity—which is higher than the average cost of water 
stored in the larger reservoirs. 

Senator Munpr. That would be true under any kind of program, 
would it not ? 

General Irscuner. It is a different program and the benefits are 
different, too. 

In the case of the small dams the benefits are largely in the upper 
wate aha We feel that such a program is desirable, sir. We feel 
both are necessary. And we feel that they must be coordinated. 

The Cuatrman. Did I understand you to say that with a system of 
dams along the lines suggested here that the size of the dams in the 
lower reaches of these rivers may be smaller, that is, it will not require 
as large a dam in the lower reaches of these rivers and basins? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Tothe extent that the flows are reduced 
at any point the dam may be constructed smaller, and should be con- 
structed smaller 

The Cuarrman. And that also it will prevent siltation in the dams 
in the lower reaches of these basins ¢ 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir. Not only will the small dams prevent 
siltation but the watershed treatment program, particularly, will be 
very beneficial in that respect. And consequently, the reservations 
which we make in planning all of our reservoirs for the eventual silta- 
tion may be reduced. 

The Cuatrman. Then another advantage that I do not think was 
mentioned was that by retaining this water as nearly as_ possible 
where it flows it will simply go back into the ground and remain 
there for future uses, will it not, to make better crops and other 
things, is that right ? 

General ItscHner. It is very desirable, sir. 

The CHarrman. That is what prompted me as a member of this 
committee to be for such a proposal, to try to retain the water as 
much as possible where it falls. Of course, I presume that, as time 
goes on, we will have some ambitious persons to come here and want 
to broaden the act under which they are now proceeding. If and 
when that happens, of course, it is my belief that it ought to be handled 
through the Public Works. It then would no doubt encroach on the 
work of the C orps of Engineers. Am I correct in that? 

General IrscHNEr. Yes, sir. We feel that the entire problem con- 
stitutes a comprehensive program which must be very carefully inte- 
grated. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Senator Munpr. Some of the critics of the Cor ps of Engineers, not 
of its personnel or of their abilities, but of their ove all objectives, 
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frequently allege that the corps is interested primarily in these big 
dams because they are interested primarily in river navigation. 

Do any of your figures or findings indicate that in the upstream 
watershed conservation program there has developed any thought on 
the part of the engineers that they will shut off the supply of water 
in the main stream, so that your arteries of traffic, to which you are 
supposed to be so devotedly attached, are going to dry up and be 
inadequate to carry the river traffic ? 

General Irscuner. No, sir. There is no such fear. In fact, we 
feel that properly executed, and I am sure it will be by the Soil Con 
servation Service, the watershed treatment program should make 
the flows in the streams more nearly uniform. 

Senator Munpr. Actually, it would tend to stabilize it then, would it 
not, rather than to shut them off ? 

General Irscuner. It will. We are also interested in flood control 
as well as navigation. And most of our large dams are primarily 
flood-control structures. There are some that have been constructed 
primarily for navigation, but relatively few. 

Senator Munpr. I just wanted to get that in the record, because | 
am sure you are not unaware of some of the writings that you read 
in some of the outdoor magazines of the country which indicate that 
you have that fear and, consequently, were opposing this sort of pro 
gram. 

General IrscuNner. There are some areas on the country where the 
question of evaporation must be very carefully considered because the 
larger the water surface, of course, the greater the ev aporation. It 
may be a factor and a limiting factor in some of these drier portions 
of the country. 

The CuarrMan. I do not want to anticipate what you may have 
in your statement, but to what extent are you empowered under Public 
Law 566 to give advice as to engineering, the extent to which it 
should be followed by those who are in the act of construction and 
development of these projects? 

General IrscHNER. We are required by Public Law 566, sir, to com- 
ment on the reports prepared by the Department of Agriculture. 
And we have done so. We feel that is the end of our responsibility. 

The CHAtRMAN. Do you propose to give us those comments? 

General ItscuNer. In general terms; yes, sir. 

The CHatrman. I wish you would be specific, particularly as to the 
five that we are called upon here to approve. So far as the others, I 
understand this committee has no jurisdiction, but it might also be 
well that you comment as to those. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. Give us such criticism on particular projects as 
you may think will be beneficial, not only to the committee but to those 
in charge of these projects. 

General ItscHNER. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. Proceed. 

Senator Munpr. In line with the chairman’s question, I had that in 
mind, Also, does the report you are about to read take those proj- 
ects up individually ? 

General Irscuner. It does not, sir. It just summarizes the com- 
ments on all 13 of the reports which we have reviewed. 

The Cuatrman. Well if you have it—— 
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Senator Munpr. Is it not your responsibility, or somebody’s respon- 
sibility to come up with an answer to eac ‘h of the projects that says 
“feasible.” “unfeasible,” “good,” “bad,” “mediocre,” and “splendid,” 
“poor,” or something, or are we to assume that they are all equally 

attractive and equally desirable ? 

General IrsconER. We have commented on each of the 13 reports, 
and we have had rather critical comments on 11 out of the 13. The 
other two we feel are entirely proper as they are 

Senator Munpr. When you say you are going to comment on them 
in general, thoe does not mean that you are not going to tell us which 
are good, which are better, and so forth? 

General Irscuner. We have submitted detailed comments in letters 
to the Department of Agriculture, on each of the projects. It would 
take quite a while to cover all of those detailed comments. They do 
follow a pattern. 

The CHatrmMan. Before this committee passes a resolution, we cer- 
tainly would like to have the detail of your criticism as to the five 
we are going to vote on. 

Senator Munpr. If not detailed, at least a summary of their find- 
ings. 

The CuHarrman, Yes, surely. That is why we called you here today, 
that is, to determine whether or not we will vote “yes” or “no” on 
the resolution. 

Senator Munpr. That is right. 

General IrscuNer. We have the detailed comments here and can 
either give them to you—— 

The CHarrMAN. Suppose you proceed with your statement and then 
let us hear from you in particular as to those upon which this com- 
mittee must give its approval by way of resolution. Will that be 

satisfactory ? 

General Irscuner. I shall continue now with the statement, sir. 

First of all, I should like to make it clear, in commenting on these 
reports, we have tried to be constructive and helpful to the $ Secretary 
of Agriculture. We feel that he is being asked to assume some very 
serious responsibilities, the kind of responsibilities which go with 
flood control. 

The Corps of Engineers has been in the flood-control business for a 
good many years, and we felt obligated to make available to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture the results of that experience. 

In fact, we consider that sharing of knowledge gained by experi- 
ence as being one of the important reasons for interagency reviews 
of proposed Federal undert akings. 

We called to the attention of the Sec retary certain points to which, 
in our opinion, he should give very serious consideration before ac- 
cepting the recommendations of the local organizations. 

Having made our suggestions we have no ‘desire to argue about them. 
The Secretary of Agriculture is accepting the responsibility and will 
give our suggestions whatever weight he considers proper. 

In the letters of comments submitted by the Department of the 
Army we called to the attention of the Secretary of Agriculture the 
following: 

One, the need for mature consideration of the risk involved in con- 
structing above urban areas the types of dams which have been used 
to protec t agricultural bottom lands in headwater valleys. 
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Two, the need for making adequate provisions for operation and 
maintenance of the type of structures proposed in the reports. 

Three, the need in some instances for further checks on the economic 
justification of some of the engineering works. 

Four, the possibility that problems might later arise because of the 
wide difference in the degree of Federal assistance proposed to be 
extended to local organizations in different watersheds. 

Five, the fact a at certain local organizations are asking for Fed 
eral assistance in drainage; and the danger of interpreting Public 
Law 566 as saneiristngs Federal drainage program inasmuch as the 
Congress has upon several occasions in the past failed to enact legisla 
tion specifically designed to provide such assistance, and also in view 
of the failure of Public Law 566 to set out a national drainage policy. 

In addition, there are certain aspects of the reports that havea 
direct and important bearing upon the program of the Chief of 
Engineers. In our comments we also brought these to the attention 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

If you will bear with me I would like to mention two of these at 
his point. 

First, there is the matter of cost-sharing policy. This is particularly 
important to us because the Chief of Engineers is attempting to bring 
his policy on cost sharing into harmony with the Secretary of Agri- 
culture’s policy under Public Law 566. 

The Chiefs of Engineers has issued instructions to all division engi 
neers that in reporting on any project of such size and type that could 
be undertaken under Public Law 566 an attempt shall be made to 
require the same local contribution as would be required under that act. 

The reports before you vary so greatly in the proportion of the cost 
of engineering works which local interests are required to bear, that it 
was considered necessary to urge the Secretary of Agriculture to 
establish a cost-sharing formula which would enable the Chief of 
Engineers to arrive at the same local contributions for a given project 
as would the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Another point of great concern to the Department of the Army is 
the lack of any effective means of coordinating plans for reservoir 
systems made under Public Law 566 with those made under flood 
control and other legislation. 

It is our position that any reservoir which is going to be paid for 
in whole or in part with Federal funds should be pl: inned and operated 
as an element of a coordinated basinwide reservoir system. What we 
should all be striving for is the best combination of reservoirs, small, 
large, and intermediate in size, to meet the needs of each river basin. 

Your attention is called to the fact that in its recent report the 
President’s Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy placed 
great emphasis upon the need of coordinated basinwide plans. Our 
experience over the years certainly indicates that the Advisory Com- 
mittee is right. 

[I believe, therefore, in calling the attention of the Secretary of 
Agriculture to the needs for the coordinating of upstream and down- 
stream reservoirs we were acting in the broad public interest. 
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WATERSHED PROJECTS 

I realize the great demands made upon the time of this very im- 
portant committee. Hence, I do not wish to take any more of your 
time than necessary. I propose not, therefore, to go be yond this very 
brief review of the main points made in our comments and the reports 
before you, except as otherwise desired by the committee. 

Our letters accompany these reports. They are not long. I hope 
that you will read them. 

In addition, the De partment of the Army would be very gl: dt 
provide any additional explanatory material which the Histabhae 
might desire. 

The CuarmmMan. Now, General, as I suggested a while ago, will you 
not be specific as to any criticism you have to offer as to the five projects 
upon which this committee must act by way of resolution in order to 
vive approval ? 

Senator Munpr. It seems to me that we are now entering into a new 
irea of our committee activity. Undoubtedly, we are going to have a 

creat many of these in the months and years ahead. I think we should 
de jevelon with the Army engineers and SCS people and others, some 
kind of formula to guide us, because we are assuming some pretty 
big responsibilities here, if we are going to give to O. K. these projects 
just as we have done in our other committees on public works projects. 

When we get reports from the Bureau of the Budget, at the end of 
them they usually have a tag line which is pretty clear, which either 
says “This report conforms with the findings of the Bureau of the 
Budget” or “does not conform.” 

Now, in your letters—and I have just examined them—the top 
three—I just want to call attention to how they operate. I just took 
the top three that came up here and took the letters. 

The first one says “upper Grave Creek watershed work plan, West 
Virginia.” And the letter says this: 

As the proposed reservoirs are for the protection of an urban area in which 
life would be endangered were any of the dams to fail, the Federal Government 
will be aSsuming a very grave responsibility if it accepts the proposal of the local 
interests. Considering that the proposed plan calls for earthen spillways, that 
landslides are a possibility in the area, and that dams up to 57 feet in height 
would be constructed immediately above an urban area, it seems to us that the 
chances of failure under extreme conditions are sufficient to justify further study 
of the proposed plan. 

And the next one deals with Plattsmouth, Nebr. 

[ would like to ask a question about that one, General. It says this 
$16,000 is about 28 percent of the cost allocated in the report to local 
interests on the basis of local benefits. The remaining 72 percent of 
the cost allocated to local interests would be transferred to the Federal 
(;overnment. 

What does that mean? I thought the local interests took something, 
but it looks like there isa shifting. Ido not understand that very well. 
Will you explain that ? 

Then you suggest there that there be some rule of thumb to govern 
the local shari ing. 

Senator ArkeN. Which project is that? 
Senator Munpr. Plattsmouth, Nebr. 
General Irscuner. I would like to ask Mr. Page to.explain it. 
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STATEMENT OF CARTER PAGE, CHIEF, PLANNING DIVISION, CIVIL 
WORKS, OFFICE OF CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
ARMY 


Mr. Pace. I am Chief of the Planning Division, Civil Works, Office 
of Chief of Engineers. 

I believe I can explain that to the best of my knowledge, sir. 

According to these reports the Department of Agriculture divides 
the cost, in accordance with Public Law 566, between the local people 
and the Federal Government in the proportion that local benefits bear 
to the total benefits. Then they arrive by that, say, at in this case—— 

Senator Munpt. $16,000 or 25 percent local ? 

Mr. Pace. After they discuss the matter with the local people and 
consider the conditions prevailing i in that particular watershed with re- 
spect to ability to pay, they arrive at a somewhat lesser share (the 
$16,000 figure you state) which the local people then are required to 
repay. 

Senator Munpr. I can understand the first part of it. I think that 
is proper, they should discuss it with local interests. They do on other 
projects, but local benefits are to accrue to them and then assign to them 
that cost. I cannot understand this statement when you say that the 
remaining 72 percent of the cost allocated to the local Government 
shall be transferred to the Federal Government. Even after you have 
agreed upon equitable division of costs, then you assume to pick up the 
tab for 72 percent of what the local interests agreed to pay. 

If I do not interpret that correctly, I would like to have it explained. 

General Irscuner. You are correct in that interpretation. That is 
what we are commenting adversely upon. 

In this particular case, according to table G in the report, the amount 
that is thus transferred from a loc: al responsibility to a Federal respon- 
sibility is $41,000. In some of the reports it is much greater than that 
amount. That is not an especially costly project. 

The CHarrMan. “You mean the amount to be paid by the Govern- 
ment is greater than 72 percent ? 

General IrscHner. What happened is that a determination is made 
as to how much shall be paid by the local interests and how much shall 
be paid by the Federal Government. 

The Cuarrman. But in the 13 projects that are now before us are 
there any in which the Government pays more than 72 percent ? 

Senator Munpr. That is not it exactly. Here is what they do: They 
divide up on the particular project. They say that the local interests 
should pay so much, the Federal Government should pay so much. 
And then by some other system, local economic conditions or some- 
thing, they say, “We have divided it up equitably, but the Federal Gov- 
ernment will “also pick up 72 percent of what the local interests are 
supposed to pay.’ 

That is the thing that I question. I do not understand that. I do 
not say it is not right, but I do not understand how you arrive at that. 

Senator Arxen. Is that because of downstream benefits ? 

General Ir1cuner. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. That has all been allocated. 

General Itscuner. I think you should ask the Soil Conservation 
Service. It is based upon different factors i in every case, such as hard- 
ship conditions, and ability to pay. That is really what it is. 
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Senator Humrurery. What is the original formula that you use to 
determine the initial allocation of what is the local cost as related to 
Federal cost ? 

General IrscHneER. That is based upon the proportion of local and 
ceneral benefits, sir. 

There, again, the Department of Agriculture has made that division 
and we do not quarrel with it. Based upon our limited knowledge of 
the projects, we feel that the determination is probably good. 

Senator Humpurey. The initial allocation of costs between local 
and Federal is based upon a Department of Agriculture analysis of the 
economics involved and benefits involved; is that right? 

General Irscuner. That is right. We have no reason to question 
that allocation. 

Senator Humpnrey. You accept that? 

General Irscrner. Generally speaking. 

Senator Humpurey. In the second instance, that Senator Mundt 
is referring to, once that initial allocation has been made in this Platts- 
mouth project, for example, the Federal Government comes in and 
picks up 72 percent of what the local interests should pay under the 
original allocation of costs by the Department. Is that correct? 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. That seemed to me a very dangerous precedent. 
If you continue that you will have practically Federal supported 
projects, if I understand that. I want it explained. 

Senator Arken. In that particular case, would the paving of an 
unpaved highway which you referred to, be commdaiel as the local 
government's share or the local people’s share of the project? 

General Irscuner. There is one case—— 

Senator Arken. You say: 

As you know, the Corps of Engineers favors the establishment of land-treat- 
ment measures throughout the Nation where required. It is noted, however, 
that the land-treatment measures include an item for improvement of unpaved 
roads and streets in an urban community. Inclusion of such measures in the 
land-treatment program does not appear to be proper. 

I was wondering if the paving of the road would be considered 
as part of the local community’s obligation ? 

The Cuarrman. What about that, Mr. Williams? 

Mr. Wuiu1aMs. If I may, I would like to comment on this question 
that has been raised here. 

First, I think that we should recognize that the figures in this 
particular work plan referred to by Senator Mundt, have to do with 
a cash contribution on the part of the local people. 

The policy of the Secretary of Agriculture provides that we shall 
take into account the total local contributions, not only cash, but 
what the local contributions are in addition to cash. 

And when you take all of those things into account which, I be- 
lieve, the Corps of Engineers did not do in their comment—I think 
they took into account only the cash—then you have an entirely 
different picture. 

And as I indicated in my testimony the local interests are paying 
55 percent of the project costs on these 13 projects. They vary some 
between them. 

Senator Munpr. On each one? 
Mr. Wiuu1aMs. Not each one; no. 
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The CHarRMAN. How about the one in question, wherein the Gov- 
ernment is paying 72 percent, according to the Engineers. How did 
you reach that 55 percent, if the yardstic k is to apply to that particular 
project ? 

Mr. WitiraMs. Our notes here to the Corps of Engineers indicated 
that the local organization in the Plattsmouth watershed is proposing 
to assume 39.4 percent of the total cost of the structural measures, 
and 67.7 percent of the total project costs. 

If I isolate out only the dams then the relationship of costs between 
Federal and non-Federal is somewhat different. 

But the local interests are proposing to pay the total cost other 
than the dams themselves. 

The Crrarrman. Such as? 

Mr. WrutaMs. Special land treatment measures, land, easements, 
contracting costs, operation and maintenance of all structures and 
other works of improvement. 

The Cxarrman. How about a paved road to put that, as the Gen- 
eral says, where there was no paved road before? 

Mr. Witxiams. Well, that definitely is a local charge, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The Crarrman. I understand that, but why should you include 
in the charge for the project a structure of this sort ? 

Mr. Wictiams. There is nothing included in the watershed work 
plan that is not an integral part of that program. In other words, 
if there was any paving ‘of a road it was just because of a disturbance 
that came about resulting from the construction. 

In other words, tearing up in order to construct a feature of the 
project and the reinstatement of that work. 

General Irscuner. I can explain what the paving of the road is 
for. They are going to use the road as a flume to conduct the water 
away from the area ‘that is being treated. To that extent it is a part 
of the project. : 

Senator Arken. Use the highway as a flume to conduct the water 
away. 

General Ivscuner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arken. A ditch on one side of the road turns the water 
away from the area which is being treated ? 

General Irscuner. They are conducting the water from the area 
being treated into this road to use the road as a flume to carry the 
water away. Therefore, they feel it is necessary to pave the road 
in order to do that. 

Senator Arken. They do not use the road as a road ? 

General Irscuwer. They use the road as a road all of the time it 
is not being used as flume. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. Just a short section of road that is used as an in- 
verted paved section for the water to flow over. 

Senator Aiken. I see. You would not allow, we will say, the 
paving of a couple of miles of road ? 

Mr. Wriu1aMs. No; that is not in the picture at all. 

Senator Arken You are not generally considering road construc- 
tion or improvement as part of the land improvement, are you! 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. No. 

The Cuarrman. Then this road that you say should be paved, will 
be paved only to the extent necessary to this project ? 
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Mr. Wuu1aMs. That is right; as an integral part of this particular 
installation. 

The Cuarrman. I thought it was by way of replacement. 

Mr. WitutaMs. Only to the extent that it was damaged during con- 
struction. There may be some of that. It would be only as an integral 
part of this program of waterflow stabilization. 

The Carman. In other words, in a place where there is no paved 
road and in which the paved road is not used in order to carry off the 
water, you would not expect Congress to put up the money to pave 
that. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. Absolutely not. 

The CHarrman. We understand each other. 

Senator Munpr. What is the meaning of this sentence here? 

The remaining 72 percent of the costs allocated to local interest will be trans- 
ferred to the Federal Government. 


That is the thing that struck me and I could not quite understand it. 

Mr. WituiAMs. Senator Mundt, I will have to call your attention to 
the response that we made to the Corps of Engineers. We do not feel 
they correctly analyzed the situation in their letter. I would like to 
read a paragraph from our letter to General Sturgis, dated April 13, 
which states : 

We do not believe that our analysis of the proposed cost sharing presented in 
this plan or in the eight other plans you have reviewed has been sufficient to pre- 
sent a true picture. Actually the local organization in the Plattsmouth water- 
shed is proposing to assume 39.4 percent of the total cost of structural measures, 
and 67.7 percent to the total project costs. 

A similar analysis of the other plans would reveal that variations in proposed 
project cost-sharing are not as great as you indicate. Some variations are cer- 
tain to occur due to the peculiarities of individual projects. This emphasizes 
that all phases of cost-sharing on specific projects must be considered before a 
determination can be made concerning equitable cost sharing. 


Senator Munpr. It is very difficult for this committee as laymen to 
adjudicate differences of opinion between two sets of highly reputable 
organizations as the Soil Conservation Service and the Army corps. 

I wonder, as we get into this and once we get into it, and we will be 
in it for a long time—we could not operate on a modus operandi where- 
by before you get to this committee table, you gentlemen could not have 
a clearinghouse somewhere, where you could understand each other to 
a closer degree. Then you would present a united front approach to 
us. I am sure that these are honest differences of opinion. 

Mr. Witi1AMs. Actually, in terms of amendments now pending be- 
fore the Congress on Public Law 566, I think that some of that could 
be accomplished. 

I would like to call your attention to another point on this entire 
matter. This happens to deal with another item. 

In the process of developing a coordinated flood control plan with 
the Corps of Engineers on Chambers Creek watershed in Texas, the 
corps checked the safety of the 21 floodwater retarding structures 
proposed above their Bardwell site. This was done by routing 
their spillway design flood which consisted of 28 inches of runoff in 
a 60-hour period through our structure. It was the corps’ decision, 
following this investigation, that our structures were safely designed 
and that it would not be necessary for them to meorporate any addi- 
tional safety factors in the Bardwell Dam because of the possible 
failure of any of our structures above. 
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Senator Munpt. While you are both here, I call attention to this. 
This is the Mill Canyon-Sage Flat, Utah, which happens to be the third 
one on this pile. I quote from General Itschner’s letter: 


In view of this situation— 
talking about flood control possibilities— 


and considering that the proposed dam would be 48 feet high, would be located 
less than a mile above the town, would have an earthen spillway, and would 
provide reservoir capacity sufficient to store only a fraction of an inch of runoff, 
the Corps of Engineers would be most reluctant. to accept the plan proposed by 
local interests. It is suggested, therefor, that further studies be made of that 
plan before the Federal Government agrees to assume the very serious responsi- 
bility that should be placed upon it were the Secretary of Agriculture to extend 
the requested Federal assistance. 

That is kind of frightening language for a committee to have to 
ignore. I wonder if there are some ameliorating circumstances there 
that you could inject into the discussion that would be somewhat con- 
soling to a committee that has to act on it. 

Mr. Witu1ams. Might I comment on that ? 

Senator Munpr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wit1aMs. First, let me say that each and every one of the com- 
ments from the Corps of Engineers were given most careful study, not 
only at the time of the work plan concurrence, but such comments as 
were available in the field from field offices of the corps. And we had 
a number of those. 

In this particular case, this is our clarification to the Corps of Engi- 
neers on the point you just raised. 

It is noted that you question the adequacy of the structural design criteria used 
in the plan. Since less than 25 percent of the watershed contributes to flood 
peaks which damage the town of Glenwood and adjacent agricultural land and 
the estimates of runoff are based on the best available data, we question the 
validity of your reasoning. 

As you are aware, the dam in this watershed is designed so that the spillway 
will come into use only at very infrequent intervals on the average. The spillway 
is to be cut into natural soils or rock and will not be on fill material so the 
sudden release of impounded water resulting from flow through the emergency 
spillway is a virtual impossibility. We note that the Corps of Engineers has 
adopted a practically identical spillway design in some of its recent proposed 
projects. The corps has never presented evidence to substantiate a claim that 
there is any significant hazard or failure in this type of dam. 

Senator Munpr. What is the date of that communication ? 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. This letter is dated Ane 13, 1956. 

Senator Munpr. In response to their letter of April 2? 

Mr. Wuiu1aMs. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. Did you gentlemen in the corps react to that and 
change your mind, or have an answer, or where do we stand now ? 

Mr. Pacer. We have that letter, but we have not answered it. We 
are now considering return comments. 

General Irscuner. I might say that the statement read by Mr. Wil- 
liams sounds very convincing. If the spillway is in rock, which we 
had no way of knowing by reviewing the report, why then we would 
not question the security of the dam. 

Senator Munpr. Before we act on these, these discrepancies should 
be adjusted between the two somewhere because we would look silly 
in going to Congress approving something which on the face of it, 
looking at this letter, would set up a great. new hazard of extra ex- 
penditures, and especially if the town got wiped out. 
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Mr. WiruraMs. I would like to make this additional comment: As 
General Itschner pointed out earlier, the comments that they have 
made on this report are general in nature, and not specific, with re- 
spect to specific sites. 

In principle they have raised certam questions. ane question 
whether or not there has been a sufficient safety factor, they have not 
said there has not been. 

Senator Munpr. No; they say further study is necessary. 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. In our response we have pointed out the precau- 
tions that have been taken. So we assume, and we have seriously con- 
sidered each of the questions as to whether or not it would in any way 
adversely affect the project, and we have supplied to the committee, 
not only the Corps of Engineers’ letter, but our letters of comments 
to clarify the situation as a part of the work-plan record. And we 
have recommended that the projects proceed on this basis. 

Senator Munpr. Would it not appear logical and proper that before 
coming before the committee a subsequent letter should come from the 
Corps “of Engineers saying, “With this additional information we 
agree or disagree” ? 

The Cuatrman. I do not see why it is that full information is not 
viven-—that we have these generalities from the Corps of Engineers. 

I do not think it ought to be worked that way. Either you cooperate 
‘cea or else tell us what is wrong about it. 

General Irscuner. Mr. Chairman, the comments we have made have 
been as specific as we could make them, based uwpon- 

The Cuarrman. For instance, I know you evidently have not been 
informed as to what material would be used to construct the dam that 
we are now talking about. Now you say to us if you had known that 
rock was going to be used that your comments would be different. 
Mr. Williams, it strikes me that in making the proposals to the Corps 
of Engineers a full explanation of how you expect to handle this 
proposition, a set of engineering plans, ought to be submitted to them, 
so that they can act intelligently on them. 

Senator Munpr. I find that this letter that you were just reading 
from is also attached to our exhibit. 

Mr. Witttams. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. I think we now should have, before we can act, a 
letter of rejoinder from the Corps of Engineers which says, “With 
this additional information we now concur” or “we continue to find 
fault.” 

The Cuamman. As I suggested a moment ago, it is my hope before 
Wwe pass on these five projects, that we are supposed to ‘provide reso- 
lutions for, that you give a specific reason why you think it should or 
should not be built—because that is what we have you up here for 
as guidance to committee. 

We do not want to take them up when it might be corrected before 
we start on them. That is why I was very anxious to take the time 
of the committee, the time of busy Senators to look into each of these 
projects with the hope that we could get sufficient evidence so that we 
could vote intelligently on such resolutions that we should endeavor 
to pass. 

Senator Humpnrey. Who is the responsible coordinating agency 
for these projects 

The CHatrman. Soil Conservation. 
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Mr. Wur1ams. The Secretary of Agriculture and the Soil Conser- 
vation Service is a primary agency. The Forest Service is also 
concerned. 

Senator Humpurey. The Army engineers are advisory, consulta- 
tive? 

Mr. Wutams. The act provides, Senator Humphrey, that where 
there are flood-control works of improvement involved the Corps of 
Engineers shall be given the opportunity to review the report and 
comment thereon, and that a copy of their comment shall accompany 
the report to Congress. 

Senator Humpurey. In support of Senator Mundt and his com- 
ments, may I say this, that if we were to approve a project like this, 
with this kind of data before us, just as surely as you are living, some- 
body would pick this up out of context, and publish the Corps of Engi- 
neers rejoinder or report, which would be that we had approved a 
project which threatened, let us say, in this last instance, or, at least, 
involved a possible threat to the well-being and safety of a community 
a mile away from a 40-foot dam. 

It appears to me that it is essential that these projects be reconciled 
before they ever get here. 

Senator Arken. How are you going to do it? 

Senator Humpurey. Not reconciled, necessarily, but that every 
point be fully agreed upon or disagreeed upon before they get to this 
committee. 

The Cuatrrman, That is right. 

Senator Arken. That would have the effect of giving the engineers 
complete veto power. 

The Cuatrman. No; it would not. 

Senator Munpr. The committee has the veto power. 

The Cuatrman. No; it would not. All we want is an explanation. 

Senator Arken. If you carry out Senator Humphrey’s sugges- 
tion 

Senator Humpnrey. You have separate letters here without any 
effort at reconciliation. I happen to believe that the jurisdiction is 
where it belongs. In these kinds of watershed projects I prefer that 
they be under the general management of the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, and under the Department of Agriculture. But I think every- 
body knows that here in the Congress the Army engineers are highly 
respected. And their professional competence is looked upon as being 
almost the last word insofar as public works projects are concerned. 

There may be some that disagree with that, but I think that is a 
fair statement. 

If we find a report from them which indicates that there is some 
safety factor that has been ignored, or some possible long-term lia- 
bility to the Federal Government that we have overlooked in our 
approval, we are going to be in one kettle of fish. 

All I am saying is that there ought to be something that is done 
more than exchange of letters. It seems to me that there ought to be 
an interagency committee here of some kind where you sit down, just 
as we are sitting down here and bat these things around and come to 
some understanding before you get here. 

Do not misunderstand me. I want the Soil Conservation Service 
people to know that I support the watershed program and I am all for 
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your jurisdiction. I believe the Army engineers are in the proper 
role here, namely, advisory. 

All I say is that from a public point of view, mark my words, if 
we approve one of these projects this morning with these reports on 
it, we would be accused, not right immediately, of ignoring profes- 
sional guidance. 

The Cuatrman. Then if anything were to happen in the future to 
this community in this particular case, somebody will be blamed for 
it. Ido not want to take that responsibility myself. 

Senator Arken. This committee is not « suitable agency to reconcile 
any technical differences of opinion between other agencies of Gov- 
ernment. 

Senator Humenrey. That is right. 

Senator ArkEN. They should get together before they come up here 
at all. If they cannot get together they should take more time. If 
they met often enough, they would be together sooner or later. 

Senator Humeurey. I do not want the Army engineers to have veto 
ower. 

Senator Arken. It is no responsibility that we should have to 
assume. 

The CuarrmMan. The individuals representing the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, and the Department of Agriculture, met with individuals 
from the corps, instead of what has been done in this case. 

Mr. Wiui1ams. Yes. I would like to review that briefly. 

The CHamman. I would like to know also if there is any friction 
between the departments ? 

Mr. Wit1aMs. In the first place, when a local organization makes an 
application for assistance from the Department of Agriculture in 
the planning of a watershed, when that watershed is approved for 
planning, the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
and all other agencies are notified that that approval has been granted, 
and are invited to supply information or to participate to the extent 
that they find it possible to do so. 

During the process of preparing the work plan, which takes several 
months, there are frequently contacts at the field level with the Corps 
of Engineers and other agencies, with respect to technical data, in- 
formation, and so on. 

That procedure has been followed in these projects. We were 
unaware of the position of the Corps of Engineers until the final 
letter with respect to the work plan in these particular projects, other 
than the matter of discussion which has taken place between the agen- 
cies. And I might also say between the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army, Mr. Roderick, and Assistant Secretary Peterson, of the De- 
partment of Agriculture. 

We have had a number of discussions. The matter has been re- 
viewed carefully with the Bureau of the Budget. The comments of the 
Corps of Engineers and the Department of Agriculture have been 
carefully considered by the Bureau of the Budget. 

And in view of that total situation, after many months of delay 
of the projects to bring about that understanding, the Bureau of the 
Budget has transmitted the work plans to the Congress. 

So there are continuing efforts being made. 

I pointed out here one watershed—that is only one—in which there 
is the closest possible working arrangement at the field, at the time 
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of the work-plan development. We should like to see more of that 
rather than less of it. 

And in this case in Chambers Creek in Texas, it resulted in a modi- 
fication of the Corps of Engineers’ program. It resulted in some 
modification of the proposal of local interests, and it developed what 
appears to be a very healthy, sound program. 

The CuarrmMan. Let me ask you this, is there any friction between 
your Department and the Corps of Engineers, on any of these projects / 
Is there anything to indicate that, jet us say, your Department is 
superseding the ¢ ‘orps of Knginee rs—anything along that line? 

Mr. Witttams. Certainly, there is no desire on the part of our 
Department—— 

The Carman. I am not asking that. 

Mr. WiuuraMs. I would not say there has been no friction between 
some staff members in the two agencies. 

The CuarrmMan. What was the nature of that friction ? 

Mr. Wit1as. I think it was a matter of technical questions rather 
than jurisdiction. There have been some jurisdictional questions 

raised, but I think it was on the fear that, perhaps, the Department of 
Agriculture might be going to do some drainage work, might be going 
to do some work on the structures that the Corps of Engineers felt 
perhaps should have been done under the Flood Control Act. 

The CuarrMan. In order to carry this out, did you have to organize 
a separate engineering division ¢ 

Mr. WruriaMs. No, sir; we did not. We built basically on our pres- 
ent structure of staffing—we did add a few technical specialists such 
as hydrologists and economists to augment the technical staff. 

The Cuarman. Have you anybody to draw plans and specifications 
for dams? 

Mr. Wiixu1AMs. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Take the dam in question, a 40-foot dam, where 
did you get the talent to give you specifications on that ? 

Mr. Wruttams. Mr. Chairman, for many years the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service has been assisting farmers and local organizations with 
the construction of engineering structures. 

The Cuarrman. I understand that. Those are structures that you 
can jump over. I am talking about these 40-foot ones that you are con- 
sidering right now. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. The height of the structure is not an unusual height 
in terms of the kind of engineering work. 

The Cuatrman. It sounds mighty high to me. You wanted to say 
something ? 

General Irscuner. I would like to say this, that these comments 
were prepared in a great hurry at the request of the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

The Cuatrrman. Let me ask you this: Would you want more time to 
look into this because, personally, I am not in any hurry to go into 
this? 

General IrscHner. We would like to have a little more time to get 
together at the Washington level. I feel confident that we can agree 
upon all of the engineering matters in here. 

The CuarrmMan. How long would you suggest—2 or 3 weeks? 

General Irscuner. I think 1 week would be enough. 

The Cuatrman. All right. 
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General Irscuner. I am sure, also, that we would still have differ- 
ences as to the cost-sharing provision. 

The Cuarrman. I expect that. 

General IrscHNer. But not engineering matters. I am sure we can 

gree on that phase of the problem. 
~The CuarrMan. The thing that we are interested in is to build these 
structures and make them safe. That is the No. 1 thing in my mind. 

General Irscuner. I am sure we can agree upon that. 

Senator Munpr. You can add to that this committee has capacity 
to determine which is cost-sharing basis. 

The Cuamrman. What I am interested in is the engineering. 

Senator Arken. I have one other question. In my State, Mr. Wil- 
liams, every small dam has to be approved for safety by the public 
service commission, which has its own engineers to do that. 

In how many States is that true? Are there many other States who 
do that ¢ 

Mr. Wiu1aMs. A large percentage. 

Senator ArkeN. In most of the States any structure, if it impounds 
even 100 acre-feet, has to be approved by the public service commis- 
sion before it can be constructed. 

Mr. Wiuu1ams. The State laws vary from one State to another, but 
most of the States do have such a requirement, and virtually any 
structures that are built under this program, or under the regular 
program of the Soil Conservation Service, do have such approval. 

The Cuarrman. Well, now, General, you say that within a week 
you could come here with information to give us? 

General Irscrner. If the Soil Conservation Service can meet 
with us. 

Mr. Witui1aMs. We will be very happy to. 

The Cuarrman. The next regular meeting is Wednesday, May 16. 
That will give you a little over a week. Suppose you meet us here 
at 9: 30 in the morning. 

Mr. WiuiiaMs. All right. 

The CHairman. And we will try to get all of the data we can so 
that we can intelligently pass on these resolutions. 

Is that agreeable to the committee ¢ 

Senator Munpr. I think that is very fine. Then let them bring 
back a different set of letters, because they will ultimately be pub- 
lished, and we want to have something we can stand on at that time. 

The Cuatrman. I would like to have comments, if it is agreeable, 
not only as to the 5, but give us your specific comments insofar as 
safety is concerned on the structures what will be built on the 8 proj- 
ects over which we have no jurisdiction, if you do not mind. 

As soon as we get through here we will go into the farm bill for 
a while. 

Senator Horianp. I explained to the chairman this morning that I 
had to be in the Appropriations Committee, and I am sorry I was 
not here, because I am very anxious to know what the plans in these 

watershed matters are. Most of them seem to be the small type of 
bona fide soil-conservation activities that we envisioned. I notice 
that two of them—both of which happen to be in Texas—appear to 
be very large activities and go into a great deal of money and also 
wpe ‘have large impounding. 

‘he Carman. They are under 5,000 acre-feet. 
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Senator Hotianp. For instance, 31 different impoundings for this 
Cummins Creek Watershed in Texas with a total of 47,000 flood acre- 
feet. 

I would certainly want to be present and see the final program be- 
cause I personally did not envision any large extensive program such 
as this. 

The Cuarrman. You will be surprised. We have quite a few of 
our colleagues who are anxious to broaden that. That is why I con- 
sulted with Senator Aiken here, and a few others and had many 
of these bills transferred to the Public Works Committee. 

I just think we are out of our field here when we proceed to 
build dams and projects that are greater than the size indicated by 
Public Law 566. If you will recall that was one of the bones of 
contention. 

Senator Arken. I think that the full committee ought to pass on 
the matter in executive session, if we want to draw a line as to whether 
we shall consider them or whether they shall go somewhere else. 

The Cuarrman. I hope to consider the matter further with the 
chairman of the Committee on Public Works, and in so far as this 
Public Law 566, within the purview of the act, not to enlarge it and 
I hope to have those bills back before this committee, so we can con- 
tinue to handle them. If they proceed to enlarge them, I want to 
discuss this quite a bit before we go into that because I think we are out 
of our jurisdiction when we proceed 

Mr. Wiitrams. The Department of Agriculture has not recom- 
mended the enlargement beyond the 5,000 acre-feet. 

The CuarrmMan. Then you gentlemen will appear—will come before 
us, if you do not mind, on the 16th of May, Wednesday, a week from 
now at 9:30. And we will be glad to hear you. Try to get together, 
if you can. 

Senator Arken. Just one thing more. We have representatives of 
the Interior Department, and the Forest Service here today. Due to 
the fact that we are putting this off, I do not see any need to hear 
them today. But I would lke to know from them how their agencies 
come into this picture, and how the national forests are affected. 

The Cuarrman. Allright. They will return. 

We will now discuss the farm bill and then adjourn. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45, the committee proceeded in open session, off 
the record, into a discussion of the farm bill.) 

(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows :) 





STATEMENT FILep py Hon. WALLACE F.. BENNETT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be able to present this statement wholeheart- 
edly endorsing the Mill Canyon-Sage Flat small watershed project in and near 
Glenwood, Utah, which is among the first group of such projects presented to 
Congress for approval under Public Law 566, passed in 1954. 

Need for the project——Surveys show that 11 major floods have occurred in 
the Mill Canyon area since 1898, the most recent being in 1954. There have been 
many other smaller floods all causing damage. Since all floodwater from Mill 
Canyon passes through Glenwood, the city is constantly imperiled and the damage 
to it constitutes the major portion of the total havoc caused by the floods. Glen- 
wood is in an extremely vulnerable position and it is not impossible that a serious 
flood would endanger many lives. 

In addition, the toll in sediment damage and gully formation is great and of 
lasting effect. 
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The project plan—The watershed work plan for the project was prepared by 
the Sevier County Soil Conservation District, town of Glenwood and the Glen- 
wood Irrigation Co. as the sponsoring local organizations. 

The work plan consists of a 5-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated cost of $170,915. The local or non-Federal 
share will be $41,970 and the Federal share $128,945. 

A coordinated program of land treatment and structural measure is proposed 
including one floodwater retarding structure having an aggregate capacity of 
208 acre-feet and channel improvement through the town of Glenwood to the 
marsh north of the town. 

Benefits of the project—The estimated average annual damage without the 
project is $5,050 compared to annual damage of $110 if the project is completed. 
The ratio of benefit to cost is 1.37 to 1 which is a favorable ratio. Our water- 
sheds in Utah are of tremendous importance to the well-being of our State and 
it is imperative that this and other projects be approved and put into operation 
as rapidly as possible. The work to restore watersheds once they are damaged 
is long and arduous. 

Local cooperation.—The town of Glenwood and the Sevier County Soil Con- 
servation District have pledged their cooperation and are prepared to assume 
the local cost share including the total cost of operation and maintenance. 

It is a fine project and I urge this committee to grant its approval. 


Hatcu, N. Mex., May 15, 1956. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEz, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We are very much concerned with the hearing that Senator Allen J. Ellender, 
Sr., is having tomorrow in regard to small watershed program. We of the 
Caballo Soil Conservation District and members ask you to plead our cause with 
Senator Ellender in regard to Hatch Valley arroyo project, as it is very vital to 
the valley farmlands; in this valley they are all small projects under 230 acre- 
feet capacity. Thanking you very much for any help you can give us, I remain 

Yours truly, 
ALBERT L. FRANzOy, 


Secretary-Treasurer, Caballo Soil Conservation District. 


Las Cruces, N. Mex., May 15, 1956. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 


We understand that the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry will 
consider certain small flood-control projects tomorrow that have been prepared 
for approval under Public Law 566, 83d Congress. Among these is the Hatch 
Valley arroyos project, involving the control of six arroyos above and below 
Hatch, N. Mex. We hear that some questions have arisen within the committee 
regarding the projects now under consideration which may affect their approval. 
It will be greatly appreciated if you will take the matter up with the committee 
and advise them that the Hatch Valley arroyos project involves six small dams 
the largest of which will create reservoir capacity of only 230 acre-feet ; that this 
is the type of project which Public Law 566 was primarily intended to serve; that 
no other Federal agency besides the Soil Conservation Service would be interested 
in handling this type of project ; and that the approval of this particular project 
under the provisions of Public Law 566 is the only method by which the people 
in the Hatch Valley can bring an end to flood damage caused by the arroyos 
involved. We urge you to do everything that you can to secure the prompt 
approval of the Hatch Valley arroyos project. 

JOHN L. GREGG, 
Blephant Butte Irrigation District. 
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TUESDAY, MAY 29, 1956 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
SOMMITTEB ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman) presid- 
ing. 

Present: Senators Ellender (chairman), Scott, Aiken, Young, Thye, 
Mundt, and Williams. 
Also present: Senators Monroney and Allott. 
The armen The committee will be in order. 

Mr. Williams, will you kndly sit here? 

yeneral Itschner, bring over anybody you desire. 

For the record, Mr. Williams, will you give us your full name and 
occupation. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD A. WILLIAMS, ADMINISTRATOR, SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE—Resumed 


Mr. WiritAms. Donald A. Williams, Administrator of the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

The CHarrman. Who accompanied you today? 

Mr. Wiuu1ams. Mr. Carl Brown, Director of our Planning Division ; 
Mr. Jack Wetzel, Chief of our Watershed Planning Branch; Mr. C. J. 
Francis, Director of our Engineering Division. 

The Cuarmman, General Itschner, will you give us your full name 
and occupation ? 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF 
ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY— 
Resumed 


General Irscuner. My name is Emerson C. Itschner, major general, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works; we have with us today 
Mr. Carter Page, Chief of the Planning Division, and Mr. Howard 
Cook, assistant to Mr. Carter Page. 

The Cuarrman, Gentlemen, as you will recall, you appeared before 
our committee a few weeks ago, outlining the projects that had been 
presented by the Soil Conservation Service, and the meeting was called 
for the purpose of determining the feasibility of these projects before 
the committee took action to give approval as required by law. 
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It was suggested by the committee that since there were differences 
of opinion as to the engineering feasibility of these projects, the com- 
mittee decided to postpone action and give you gentlemen the oppor- 
tunity of meeting together in an effort to try and iron out your differ- 
ences, if any, as to all of these projects, principally from an engineer- 
ing standpoint. I am wondering if you are in a position today to 
tell us if you have agreed upon the feasibility of these projects, and 
offer any other evidence or information you desire, in respect to these 
projects that may be of interest to us and that will assist us in making 
our decision. 

Mr. Wuu1amMs. Yes, Mr. Chairman; General Itschner and I have 
been together and discussed this matter in detail. Also members of 
our staff have discussed the technical details of the proposed construc- 
tion of floodwater retention structures. We have reached substantial 
agreement on that and I believe that the revised letters or the supple- 
mental letters that the Corps of Engineers have provided to me, cover- 
ing these projects state that agreement on the engineering matters. 

The Cuarrman. General Itschner, have you with your staff examined 
all of these projects and have you determined them to be engineeringly 
feasible ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, Mr. Chairman; we have examined all of 
these initial 13 projects and we find that with the action proposed to 
be taken by the Soil Conservation Service, we feel that the proposals 
will result in sound engineering structures. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which I would like to make on 
this subject. It would take about 5 minutes. 

The Cuamman. Let’s proceed. We want all the information we 
can get. We don’t want to limit your statement to an oral statement. 
[f you have any data, either of you gentlemen, to make part of the 
record, you are at liberty to present it to the committee, so we may be 
fully informed. 

General IrscHner. This is a generalized statement which will pos- 
sibly clear up some of the views of the Chief of Engineers on this 
matter. At your meeting on May 7 you considered certain Public 
Law 566 reports in which proposals were made for the construction of 
flood-control reservoirs above urban areas. You noted that in com- 
menting upon these reports the Department of the Army had ques- 
tioned the safety of the dams under extreme conditions. 

You pointed out that such engineering differences should be resolved 
before projects are presented to this committee for approval, and you 
requested that the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation 
Service attempt to reconcile their views on these projects. 

We are here today to report to you on the results of our efforts in 
this direction. 

First let me say, however, I am gratified to note the quick recogni- 
tion by this committee of the serious nature of the responsibility which 
the Federal Government assumes in entering into projects for the pro- 
tection against floods. This is a particularly grave responsibility 
where protection of urban communities and hazard to life is involved. 
We questioned the design of structures in watershed reports only in 
the cases where urban protection was involved. We feel that some 
possibility of failure may be aeeepted for structures protecting small 
areas of agricultural land. I can assure you that in making our com- 
ments on the plans before you we have tried to be constructive, but 
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with much experience in flood control behind us we would have been 
remiss not to offer suggestions in appropriate cases in connection with 
this new program. 

In commenting on these reports we are acting in a purely advisory 
capacity. U nder Public Law 566 the Federal responsibility for these 
projects rests upon the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Anything we have said, or may say, about the reports in question 
cannot alter that assignment of responsibility. Quite aside from this, 
the Chief of Engineers would be unable to accept responsibility for 
these projects unless it had an opportunity to make studies of the spe- 
cific projects proposed by the local organizations. 

We have not, of course, made such studies, as we have neither funds 
nor authority to do so. Our comments have necessarily been based 
upon the reports prepared by local organizations with the assistance 
of the Soil Conservation Service. 

Turning now to the assignment given us by the committee, I am glad 
to report that we have again reviewed the four projects in question, 
and that representatives of the Chief of Engineers and members of the 
Engineering Division of the Soil Conservation Service have conferred 
on the reports in which dams for the protection of urban areas are 
proposed, 

These are the reports for the Mill Canyon-Sage Flat watershed, 
the upper Grave Creek watershed, the Plattsmouth watershed, and 
the Big Wewoka Creek watershed. These reports propose the con- 
struction of dams to protect, respectively, the towns of Glenwood, 
Utah; Cameron, W. Va.; Plattsmouth, Nebr. ; and Wewoka and Semi- 
nole, Okla. 

The results of our conference with engineers of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Serviee may be summarized as follows: 

First, we find that the reports submitted to the Department of the 
Army for review are not intended to do more than indicate the gen- 
eral nature of the plan contemplated, and that the engineering design 
of the dams in question will not be undertaken until funds become 
available for construction. 

In other words, the reports are preliminary in nature and plans 
set forthin them are based on preliminary layouts rather than designs 
for the actual works that will be construc ted. 

Second, we find that the engineers of the Soil Conservation Service 
are quite aware that floods of great magnitude are possible and where 
protection of urban areas is involved, as in the four eases under con- 
sideration, intend fully to use conservative standards which will in- 
sure the safety of the structure. 

This should result in engineering designs that will be generally 
accepted by the engineering. profession. 

Third, engineers of the Soil Conservation Service have informed 
us that they are now in process of developing more adequate design 
standards and eriteria for use in areas where the hazard is great, which 
will be more nearly comparable with those used by the Corps of 
Engineers, 

Fourth, we have suggested to the engineers of the SCS that in 
cases where there is doubt of the adequacy of final designs, the advice 
of a comptent consulting engineer should be sought. They have indi- 

cated that the SCS is now using consultants and will continue this 
practice. 
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In view of these findings the Chief of Engineers concludes that 
when the dams in question are actually designed by the Engineering 
Division of the Soil Conservation Service they may differ materially 
from the preliminary plans set forth in the reports reviewed, and that 
if the local organizations will accept these final plans the danger of 
failure of dams built above urban areas will be held within reasonable 
bounds. 

The proposal to utilize the services of consulting enginers where 
difficult problems are encountered is, in our opinion, particul: arly reas- 
suring. I might say that the Corps of Engineers regularly retains 
consulting engineers when confronted with problems of unusual im- 
portance or diffic ulty. 

Had the plans set forth in the reports been in accord with the stand- 
ards which the engineers of the Soil Conservation Service expect to 
utilize in the development of final designs, we would not have ques- 
tioned their safety in the first instance. 

To insure that the procedures and standards contemplated by the 
Engineering Division of the Soil Conservation Service are actually 
reflected in the final plans for the dams in question it might be desir- 
able that the Secretary of Agriculture extend assistance to ) local organ- 
izations only upon condition that they accept these procedures and 
standards, 

We do not, of course, know what effect the necessary changes in the 
design of these dams will have upon their cost. 

Because there has been so much misunderstanding among soil con- 
servation interests as to the Chief of Engineers’ views concerning the 
program of the SCS, I would like to state them briefly. 

First, he heartily ‘endorses the land-treatment program and sub- 
scribes to the contention that it will reduce the loss of topsoil and 
increase insoak, thus lessening the amount of sediment in our streams 
and reservoirs and reducing to a minor degree the magnitude of 
floods. 

Second, he believes that a program for the construction of small 
dams is an important part of the overall flood control program. These 
small dams, like large ones, should be economically justified incre- 
mentally, and they should like large dams be constructed in accordance 
with accepted sound engineering principles. 

Any dam improperly built is dangerous, and if it fails it probably 
will cause much more destruction than it was designed to prevent. 

In closing I feel constrained to point out that the Chief of Engi- 
neers can be of assistance to the Secretary of Agriculture in our 
review of these watershed work plans only to the extent that the 
reports present the engineering information necessary for review by 
us, as well as by the SCS itself. 

If any significant value is to be derived from the reviews called 
for by Public Law 566, the engineering plans made available for 
review must be sufficiently developed to permit determination of 
the behavior of the engineering works proposed under the conditions 
likely to arise. 

To repeat what I said at the outset, we sincerely appreciate the 
opportunity you have given us to be helpful in launching this new 
and important flood- control program. 
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I trust that what I have said clears up the questions raised by the 
committee, but I shall be very happy to try and answer any further 
questions you might have on this general subject. 

The CuatrrMan. What the committee desired of you, of course, was 
a statement as to the engineering feasibility of these dams in view of 
the fact that there was some doubt expressed. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. I did not know at the time and I don’t suppose any 
members of the committee knew the progress that had been made on 
these plans, whether they were perfected or not, but it now turns out 
they were only preliminary plans and the real plans are merely in 
the offing and are to be submitted later after they are completed. It is 
your judgment that with the engineers of the ‘Conservation Depart- 
ment going ahead with this and employing competent advisers that 
the engineering work is feasible and will accomplish the purposes 
intended. 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir, that’s correct. I might say we have the 
highest confidence in the staff of the Soil Conservation Service. 

he CHarrman. I understand. We have a little responsibility 
here too, and I personally wouldn’t want to feel responsible in any 
manner for not looking thoroughly into this matter as we are supposed 
to under the law. 

Senator Youne. General Itschner, what responsibility does the 
Corps of Engineers have under the law to review all these various proj- 
ects that are » proposed to be constructed by the Conservation Service 
under the Department of Agriculture? 

General Irscuner. Public Law 566 requires the Department of 
the Army, which means the Corps of Engineers as the agency of the De- 
partment, to review the plans and comment thereon, sir, which we have 
done. 

Senator Youne. You have that some responsibility with respect to 
Bureau of Reclamation dams. 

General Irscuner. We do comment on all the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion reports and the Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation comment on all of our reports too. 

Senator Youne. The Bureau goes ahead and constructs dams re- 

gardless of any views you may have; ; don’t they ? 

General Irscuner. I would not say that, sir. They receive our 
comments just as we receive theirs, and being ‘glad to hear of any com- 
ments they may have that are constructive, we often change our reports 
to agree with the comments of the Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of the Interior. 

Senator Young. There has often been competition between the Bu- 
reau and the Corps of Engineers as to which agency of the Govern- 
ment would build a certain dam. 

General Irscuner. If there ever was, certainly there is none today. 

Senator Youna. Most of it has disappeared but there has been ter- 
rific competition in the past in my own area particularly. 

General Itscuner. I can assure you there is no competition between 
the two agencies today. 

Senator Youne. Do you exercise the same supervision over any dams 
built by the Fish and Wildlife Service? 
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General IrscHner. We are actually building one dam for the Fish 
and Wildlife Service right now. I don’t believe we have had any plans 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service for comment. 

Senator Young. Then they are constructing dams? 

General Irscuner. We know they are constructing one because as | 
stated we are actually building a very large one for them. I am not 
too familiar with their program aside from that one structure that we 
are building in Illinois. 

Senator Youna. I don’t offer this by way of criticism at all, but I 
am not clear in the law as to as the Corps of Engineers has expressed 
so much concern over anything that the Soil Conservation Service does 
when I have not noticed that same concern over dams that the Bureau 
of Reclamation may or the Fish and Wildlife Service may build. You 
may have an explanation for it. 

General Irscitner. There is a very good explanation of it. That 
is this: We comment on these reports or plans as they are furnished 
to us. Normally congressional committees don’t see the comments 
that we give to the Bureau of Reclamation, and I anticipate that in 
time you won’t see the original comments that we give to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, because there will be time to get together in meet- 
ings and adjust our differences. 

In this case time was the essence of our problem, and we did not 
have time to get together and agree upon our comments. I feel that 
all of our letters—that is, the first letters—would never have been 
written in the form that you now see them if we had had time to get 
together and discuss these problems as we do with the Bureau “of 
Reclamation. 

The CuarrmMan. General, isn’t it a fact that it is coming to your at- 
tention now, because the law provides that the plans and specifica- 
tions shall be submitted to the committees before the beginning of 
the work? 

General IrscuNner. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. That is why it is coming to our attention in this 
manner, 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; but normally we would get together 
with Mr. Williams and his staff and discuss the question that we have, 
and consequently our final comments would probably be quite different 
than our initial comments, 

The CHatirman. Then in that connection, General and Mr. Wil- 
liams, I presume that as your plans develop to finality, that is when 
you firm them up and are ready to go, the engineers will again be 
consulted right along. 

Mr. WitiiaMs. Yes; we expect to have that asa regular procedure. 

The CuarrmMan, As a regular procedure, because you are all work- 
ing for the same old man. 

Mr. Witztams. All of the people in the country. 

The CnairmMan. All agencies are getting money out of the same 
pocketbook practically, except the part that is contributed by the 
farmers in some of these projects, and we hope all of you work as a 
happy family for Uncle Sam and for the people. As I said, the plans 
you have submitted to us are all preliminary ; you have not firmed them 
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up by any means. Under the law I presume you could not go ahead 
unless you got the advice from this committee as well as the House 
committee. 

By the way, did you submit to the House committee yet ? 

Mr. Witu1ams. Yes. They have not held meeting. There was an 
executive meeting of the Hotse Agriculture Committee at which they 
approved all but two. That was merely an oversight at the time, as T 
understand it. So far as I know, there are no questions being raised 
in the House about the ap provi al. 

The Cuarrman. If any of you gentlemen are desirous of giving 
information for the record, additional testimony, you may do so. 

Mr. WitiiaMs. Fine. I would like to make some complimentary 
comments to what General Itschner has said. 

Senator Tuyr. Before we leave General Itschner, there was the 
one comment you made to the effect that you often change your rec 
ommendations. I think that was your statement. May I ask, do you 
change recommendations against your better judgment, or do you 
change them because it is a matter of policy or a matter of convenience 
to the other services ? 

General Irscuner. When we change, sir, the changes are probably 
changes in detail, and the changes are m: ade because we welcome the 
comments of other services. 

Senator Ture. Not then in general construction or location of a 
project, but primarily the general overall policy of the watershed or 
the policy that you are trying to determine for the watershed. Is 
that the proposed change? I just wanted to be certain whether your 
engineering judgment would be set aside for some reason or other. 
That was the reason for the question. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

(Recess. ) 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Willams, you may proceed, sir. 

Mr. WiitiAMs. Since the hearing before your committee on May 
7, General Itschner and I have conferred on the questions raised by 
your committee. We have also again had our engineers together to 
discuss engineering standards and criteria used in developing the 
watershed work plans now before this committee. 

I would not want the impression left with this committee that the 
Soil Conservation Service has no experience or competence in the 
kind of construction proposed in the watershed work plans now before 
you. 

As a matter of fact, the 189 floodwater retarding structures in the 
13 projects are similar in design and function to the 444 dams built 
by the Soil Conservation Service to date. We have a record of success- 
ful operation of these dams under conditions of extremely high rain- 
fall. We have no record of failure of any of these dams. 

We are glad to have the Corps of Engineers confer with us on the 
technical engineering standards we are using in preparing these work 
plans. The agreement reached that the standards that will be used 
in final design of dams above urban areas will include adequate safety 
factors is in line with our own experience. 
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We shall expect to continue to use advice from the Corps of 
Engineers and from consulting engineers in improving design cri 
teria. We have been constantly improving our criteria not only for 
safety, but for improved function at minimum cost. 

In all instances we require all structures to comply with State law 
and with all specifications required by engineering authorities of the 
state governments. 

Spillway capacity designed according to standards established by the 
Soil Conservation Service for high-hazard urban areas will, in our 
opinion, equal or exceed the criteria now being used by the Corps of 
Engineers. I can assure this committee that the designs contemplated 
will include adequate safety factors. 

We believe that cost estimates included in the plans are adequate 
within the margin of contingency funds already calculated. The 
final costs are based on final designs when they are prepared. Any in 
crease in cost that might be incurred in high-hazard structures due 
to use of higher safety factors cannot be finally determined until more 
detailed site investigations are made and final designs prepared. 

General Itschner, i in his statement, has referred to engineering in- 
formation necessary for review. We : believe this presents no pe articu- 
lar problem since we use data of comparable detail in developing these 
work plans as are used by the Corps of Engineers for projects in survey 
status. Our field offices have arranged with the field offices of Corps 
of Engineers to review the detailed ‘data used in dev eloping the work 
plans. We will strengthen this procedure as may be necessary. 

Projects are well within the provisions of the act and its intended 
purposes. 

No watershed contains over 250,000 acres. 

No dam has over 5,000 acre-feet capacity. 

Purposes are confined to flood prevention and agricultural water 
management as required in the act. 

All applications for planning assistance have been approved by an 
agency of the State and the work plans have all been submitted to the 
Governor of the State for review. 

Sponsoring local organizations are eligible under provisions of the 
act. 

Projects are local projects, initiated by eligible local organizations 
and with agreements that they will be constructed by local organi- 

zations. 

I have a supplemental statement of detail on the design of flood- 
water retarding dams that I will just provide for the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


CRITERIA GOVERNING DESIGN OF FLOODWATER RETARDING DAms 


The SCS has over 20 years’ experience in building dams used in carrying out 
the structural phase of watershed protection and flood-prevention work. The 
criteria governing the design of these structures has been progressively developed 
over the years, based on research, experience of the Service, and experience 
gained by the engineering profession in similar types of work. 
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As structures built under the watershed program may provide protection to 
urban as well as agricultural interest, we have established criteria for safety of 
structures based on the degree of hazard that exists. Obviously the criteria 
governing structures built to give protection primarily to urban areas must 
provide for a higher standard than for structures built solely for protection of 
agricultural land. 

The Service has planned and built structures that give protection to urban 
interests under the pilot-watershed program. Structures built in the Salem 
Fork, W. Va., and upper Hocking River, Ohio, pilot watershed are good examples 
of structures where protection to urban areas is involved. 

The criteria used in the design of these structures was approved by the State 
regulatory bodies. In addition, the structures in the Hunters Run were approved 
by an outside consulting engineer. These structures were designed to provide 
for adequate safety when discharging the maximum storm expected to occur. 

The Service gives full recognition to the hazards involved in connection with 
any structure built under this program. We feel our criteria and standards are 
adequate to provide structures that will meet the safety requirements that are 
imposed at any given site. They will basically be the same as those used by the 
Corps of Engineers for similar types of structures, 

Mr. Wiiu1ams. But I would like to give a further statement with 
respect to cost sharing because that particular question has come up. 

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act provides that 
local organizations in order to receive Federal assistance for the in- 
stallation of works of improvement must bear the cost of (1) land, 
easements, or rights-of-way, (2) operation and maintenance, (3) water 
rights, (4) capacity provided in structures for purposes other than 
flood prevention. 

In addition, they must assume such proportionate share of the cost 
of installing any works of improvement involving Federal assistance 
as may be determined by the Secretary of Agriculture to be equitable 
in consideration of anticipated benefits from such improvements. 

Exeeutive Order 10584 (sec. 27-3 (d)) gives the Secretary respon- 
sibility for— 

Kstablishing * * * criteria for the sharing of the cost of both structural and 
land treatment measures which conform with policies established by or at the 


direction of the President for watershed protection, flood control, irrigation, 
drainage, water supply and related water-resource development purposes. 


Under the policy established by the Secretary of Agriculture, Fed- 
eral assistance for land treatment measures on non-Federal lands is 
limited to technical assistance. On Federal land, the entire cost of 
land-treatment measures is to be borne by the Federal Government. In 
addition to these provisions for land-treatment measures, the Secre- 
tary’s policy states: 


Under the act the local organization will assume all construction costs for 
providing storage in any structure for purposes other than flood prevention and 
features related thereto. 

It is the policy that local organizations will be expected to assume that part 
of the cost of installing works of improvement, exelusive of Federal costs of 
technical services such as planning, design, supervision, and economic analysis, 
which is equal to the ratio of local benefits to tetal benefits and all construction 
costs for water distribution and other facilities for purposes other than flood 
prevention and features related thereto. 
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In addition to such costs as accrue to the Federal Government under the 
above provisions, the Federal Government may share a portion of the costs other- 
wise accruing to the local organization when justified in the work plan and the 
reasons for so doing are set forth in detail. 

This part of the cost-sharing is negotiated with the local organization 
on the basis of the following criteria: 

1. Local organizations should bear 50 percent of the total project 
costs shown in the work plan. 

2. A minimum cash contribution of (a) 10 percent of the construc- 
tion cost of structural measures allocable to flood prevention (flood- 
water and sediment damage reduction, land stabilization and enhance- 
ment), and (6) 50 percent of the construction cost of structural meas- 
ures allocable to agricultural water management. 

3. A minimum of 50 percent of all costs of structural measures allo- 
cated to local beneficiaries. 

[ would like to submit for the record, Mr. Chairman, a table sum- 
mary which gives in detail for each of the 13 projects the total project 
cost, the variety of items of non-Federal cost and the various items of 
Federal cost, showing the proportion watershed by watershed of the 
part that local organizations will pay and the part that the Federal 
Government will pay. 

The CuatrmMan. Without objection that will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 
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Mr. Witui1aMs. We have extra copies available here for members of 
the committee if they should like to have them. 

The Cuatrman. At this point I wish to state that this data as well 
as the details of the project will be filed with the committee and be 
made part of the record for the use of the committee. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


BEAR CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 

The watershed work plan for Bear Creek, Ga., was prepared by the upper 
Ocmulgee River Soil Conservation District and the soil commissioner, Newton 
County, as the sponsoring local organizations with technical assistance provided 
by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 36.4 square miles 
or 23,324 acres in Newton and Jasper Counties, Ga. Approximately 33 percent 
of the watershed is cropland, 27 percent is grassland, 38 percent is woodland, 
and 2 percent miscellaneous such as towns, roads, etc. 

No Federal lands or irrigation developments are involved. 

This work plan proposes a 5-year pruject for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $326,645. The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $251,055. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $18,594. Of tne iocal » ro ecr cost of $345,239, the non-Federal share will be 
$269,649 and the Federal share $75,590. 


Land treatment measures 

The cost of land treatment measures is estimated at $269,120 of which the local 
share is $225,378. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical assistance 
is $43,742. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under authorities other 
than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 


The structural measures included in the plan consist of 48,597 linear feet of 
channel improvement, 5 miles of floodway construction, 32.2 miles of roadside 
erosion control, and additional cooperative forest fire control on the 8,273 acres 
of woodland. The totai cost of these measures, including the capitalized value 
of operation and maintenance cost is $76,119 of which the local share is $44,271 
and the Federal share $31,848. The non-Federal share of the total cost of 
structural measures includes land easements and rights-of-way 22 percent, opera- 
tion and maintenance 42 percent, administering contracts 2 percent, and cash 
$15,184. 


Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $1,373. 

The estimated average annual damage including land treatment and structural 
measures with the project is $139. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is $10,756, 
which is distributed as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction 
Sediment damage reduction___- 
Restoration to former use 

Road maintenance 
Conservation_______ 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($10,756) to the average annual cost 
of structural measures ($3,546) is 3.03 to 1.00. 

The total benefits of land treatment measures were not evaluated in monetary 
terms since experience has shown that the soil and water conservatiton measures 
produce benefits in excess of their costs. 


Relation of benefits to cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 97 percent of the total 
ben¢ fits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 78 percent 
of the total project costs. 
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Provisions for financing construction 

The government of Newton County will apply the necessary measures to con- 
trol erosion on 3.2 miles of road. Necessary funds will be made available from 
the treasury of Newton County. Cooperative forest-fire control will be admin- 
istered by the Georgia Forestry Commission cooperatively with the United States 
Forest Service. The non-Federal cost will be provided from the treasury of 
Newton County and the State of Georgia. The Bear Creek Watershed Associa- 
tion agrees to accept responsibility for providing the non-Federal share of the cost 
for the channel improvement and floodway construction measures. 


Operation and maintenance 


Land treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by the 
landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreement with the Upper Ocmulgee Soil Conservation District. 

The 48,597 linear feet of channel improvement and 5 miles of floodway construc- 
tion will be operated and maintained by the Bear Creek Watershed Association 
from personal funds. 


BEAK HOLE WATERSHED WORK PLAN 
General summary 

The watershed work plan for Bear Hole, Del., was prepared by the Delaware 
State Soil Conservation Commission with technical assistance provided by the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 7 square miles or 
4,523 acres in Sussex County, Del. Approximately 56 percent of the watershed is 
cropland ; 4 percent is grassland ; 36 percent is woodland ; and 4 percent is miscel- 
laneous, such as farmsteads, roads, ete. 

No Federal lands or irrigation developments are involved: 

The work plan proposes a 5-year project for the protection and development of 
the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $305,473. The local or non- 
Federal share of this cost will be $182,946. In addition, local interests will bear 
the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value of $45,542. 
Of the total project cost of $351,015 the non-Federal share will be $228,163 and 
the Federal share $122,847. 


Land treatment measures 


The cost for land treatment measures is estimated at $94,080, of which the local 
shar is $75,580. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical assistance, is 
$18,500. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under authorities other 
than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 


The structural measures for the purpose of drainage included in the plan con- 
sist of channel improvement and 64 erosion-control drop structures. The total 
cost of these measures, including the capitalized value of operation and mainte- 
nance cost, is $256,935, of which th local share is $152,588 and the Federal share 
$104,347. The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures includes 
land easements and right-of-way 19 percent, operation and maintenance 30 per- 
cent, administering contracts 0.3 percent, and cash $77,846. 


Damages and benefits 


The average annual primary agricultural water management benefits accruing 
to structural measures is $36,295. 

The ratio of the average annual benefit (36,295) to the average annual cost of 
struetural measures (10,786) is 3.36 to 1.00. 


Relation of benefits to cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 98 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 65 per- 
cent of the total project costs. 


Provisions for financing construction 

The State Soil Conservation Commission, in sponsoring this plan, will use 
its facilities to foster the formation of a special-purpose governmental organiza- 
tion, which, under Delaware law, is called a tax ditch. In addition, the State 
commission, through due process of law, will make available for construction 





60 WATERSHED PROJECTS 


purposes certain State and county funds which it administers. It will also 
make available the services of the office of the State drainage engineer to assist 
with various phases of the final planning, operating, and maintenance of this 
project. The tax ditch, to be formed in the course of carrying out this plan, 
will levy taxes as required for local contributions of funds, will make and execute 
contracts and other instruments necessary, secure required rights-of-way through 
action of the Superior Court, and directly supervise construction and maintenance 
of the works of improvement. It will enter into agreements with agencies of 
the Federal and State governments as a cosponsor, or on sueh other basis as 
seems in order for it to function as the contracting local organization. 


Operation and maintenance 

Land treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by the 
landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreements with the Sussex County Soil Conservation District. 

The structural measures will be operated and maintained by the Bear Hole 
tax ditch; funds for operation and maintenance will be obtained by a required 
annual maintenance tax to be levied by the tax ditch, by special levies for major 
repairs and by matching funds available to tax ditches under other Delaware 
laws. 


BIG WEWOKA CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 

The watershed work plan for Big Wewoka Creek, Okla., was prepared by 
the Seminole County, Hughes County, and Shawnee Soil Conservation Districts 
and the Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District No. 2 as the 
sponsoring local organizations with technical assistance provided by the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 269.57 square miles 
or 172,525 acres in Pottawatomie, Seminole, and Hughes Counties, Okla. 
Approximately 36 percent of the watershed is cropland, 29 percent is grassland, 
31 percent is woods pasture and 4 percent is miscellaneous, such as towns, roads, 
etc. Indian lands administered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs are included in 
the project. No irrigation developments are involved. 

This work plan proposes a 10-year project for the protection and develop- 
ment of the watershed at a total estimated cost of $4,055,761. The local or non- 
Federal share of this cost will be $2,197,480. In addition local interests will bear 
the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value of $105,106. 
Of the total project cost of $4,160,867 the non-Federal share will be $2,302,536 and 
the Federal share $1,858,331. 


Land treatment measures 

The cost for land treatment measures is estimated at $1,582,894, of which the 
local share is $1,478,367. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
assistance is $104,527. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under 
authorities other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 

The structural measures included in the plan consist of 42 floodwater retarding 
structures having an aggregate capacity of 438,862 acre-feet. The total cost of 
these measures, including the capitalized value of operation and maintenance 
cost is $2,577,978 of which the local share is $824,169 and the Federal share is 
$1,753,804. The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures in- 
cludes land easements and rights-of-way 62 percent, operation and maintenance 
13 percent, administering contracts 2 percent, and cash $195,000. 


Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $222,280. 

The estimated average annual damage with the project is $68,554. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is 
$192,016. 

The primary benefits accruing to structural measures are as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction 
Sediment damage reduction___ 
Erosion damage reduction 

Indirect damage reduction 
Benefits from changed use of land 
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The ratio of the average annual benefit ($192,016) to the average annual 
cost ot structural measures ($93,875) is 2.05 to 1. 


Relation of benefits to cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 66 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, 
directly or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and 
outside the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 
55 percent of the total pre ject costs. 
Provisions for financing construction 

The Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District has been organized 
in accordance with the laws of the State of Oklahoma and is a legal subdivision 
of the State with the powers of taxation and eminent domain. It can accept 
contributions, levy assessments, issue warrants for preliminary work, hold elec- 
tions for the issuance of bonds and make annual levees to retire bonds. The 
conservancy district will contract for the construction of the 42 floodwater 
retarding structures included in the plan. 


Operation and maintenance 


Land treatment measures will be operated and maintained by the landowners 
or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under agreement 
with the Shawnee-Seminole County and Hughes County Soil Conservation 
Districts. 

The 42 floodwater retarding structures will be operated and maintained by the 
Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District assisted by a maintenance 
association, membership of which is made up primarily of benefited landowners. 


CUMMINS CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 

The watershed work plan for Cummins Creek, Tex., was prepared by the 
Burleson-Lee, Bastrop-Fayette, Colorado and Austin-Washington Soil Conserva- 
tion Districts as the sponsoring local organizations with technical assistance 
provided by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The wi ee work plan covers an area of approximately 320.1 square miles 
or 172525 acres in Pottawatomie, Seminole, and Hughes Counties, Okla. 
mate ly 2 27 7 percent of the watershed is cropland; 49 percent is grassland ; 22 per- 
cent is woodland, and 2 percent miscellaneous such as towns, roads, etc. 

No Federal lands or irrigation developments are involved. 

This work plan proposes a 10-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $4,682,951. The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $2,825,451. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $83,931. Of the total project cost of $4,766,882, the non-Federal share will be 
$2,909,382 and the Federal share $1,857,500. 


Land treatment measures 


The cost for land treatment measures is estimated at $2,495,430 of which the 
local share is $2,367,580. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
assistance is $127,850. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under 
authorities other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 


The structural measures included in the plan consist of 31 floodwater retard- 
ing structures having an aggregate capacity of 47,071 acre-feet. The total cost of 
these measures, including the capitalized value of operation and maintenance 
cost is $2,271,452 of which the local share is $541,802 and the Federal share 
$1,729,650. The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures in- 
cludes land easements and rights-of-way 37 percent, operation and maintenance 
15 percent, administering contracts 2 percent and cash $250,000. 

Damages and benefits 
The estimated average annual damage without the project is $311,828. 
The estimated average annual damage with the project is $82,049. 


The average annual primary benefits according to structural measures is 
$200,408, 
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The primary benefits accruing to structural measures are as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction ! _... $146, 490 
Sediment damage reduction ‘a 4, O77 
Erosion damage reduction , 7, 264 
Indirect damage reduction 15, 783 
Benefits from changed use of land 26, 794 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($200,408) to the average annual cost 
of structural measures ($82,046) is 2.44 to 1. 


Relation of benefits to cost sharing 


Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 57 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 61 percent 
of the total project costs. 

Provisions for financing construction 

The landowners in the watershed are now in the process of forming a special 
purpose water control and improvement district, which will have the powers of 
taxation and eminent domain under the State laws of Texas. The special pur- 
pose water control and improvement district will contract for the construction 
of the 31 floodwater retarding structures listed in the plan. Funds for the local 
share of the construction costs will be raised by a bond issue which will be 
financed by a districtwide ad valorem tax. 


Operation and maintenance 


Land-treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by the 
landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreements with the Burleson-Lee, Bastrop-Fayette, Colorado, and Austin-Wash- 
ington Soil Conservation Districts. 

The 31 floodwater-retarding structures will be operated and maintained by the 
Burleson-Lee, Bastrop-Fayette, Colorado, and Austin-Washington Soil Conser- 
vation Districts with assistance from the proposed special purpose district having 
legal authority to raise funds. 


HARMONY CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 

The watershed work plan for Harmony Creek, Iowa, was prepared by the 
Harrison County Soil Conservation District and Harmony Creek Watershed 
Association as the sponsoring local organizations with technical assistance 
provided by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 4.84 square miles 
or 3,100 acres in Harrison County, Iowa. Approximately 86 percent of the 
watershed is cropland, 11 percent grossland, and 3 percent is miscellaneous, 

No Federal land or irrigation developments are involved. 

This work plan proposes a 5-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $146,650. The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $55,120. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $9,990. Of the total project cost of $156,640 the non-Federal share will be 
$65,110 and the Federal share $91,350. 


Land-treament measures 


The cost for land-treatment measures is estimated at $14,480 of which the 
local share is $10,080. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
assistance, is $4,400. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under authori- 
ties other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 


The structural measures included in the plan consist of five grade-control 
structures having an aggregate capacity of 899.5 acre-feet and 1 grade-stabiliza- 
tion structure. The total cost of these measures including the capitalized value 
of operation and maintenance cost is $142,160, of which the local share is $55,080, 
and the Federal share $87,130. The non-Federal share of the total cost of 
structural measures includes land easements and rights-of-way 11 percent, opera- 
tion and maintenance 18 percent, administering contracts 5 percent, and cash 
$35,880. 
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Damages and benefits 
The estimated average annual damages without the project is $7,794. 
The estimated average annual damage with the project is $1,532. 
The average annual primary benefit accruing to structural measures is $6,953. 


The primary benefits accruing to structural measures are as follows: 


Sediment damage reduction 
Erosion damage reduction 
Benefits from changed use of land 


The ratio of the average annual benefits $6,953 to the average annual cost of 
structural measures $5,616 is 1.24 to 1. 
Relation of benefits-to-cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 58 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts directly 
or indirectly to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 42 percent 
of the total project costs. 
Provisions for financing construction 

The Harrison County Soil Conservation District will contract for the construc- 
tion of the land-stabilization measures. The local organization will raise its 
share of the project costs from the farmers within the watershed and the Harri- 
son County Highway Department. ‘ 


Operation and maintenance 


Land-treatment measures will be operated and maintained by the landowners 
or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under agreement 
with the Harrison County Soil Conservation District. 

The six land-stabilizing structures will be operated and maintained by the 
Harrison County Soil Conservation District. The district has two alternatives 
for raising the funds necessary for maintenance of these improvements. The 
money may be obtained through contributions from the watershed landowners or 
it may be raised by a tax levy under the Iowa Soil Conservation District law. 


HatcuH VALLEY ARROYOS WorK PLAN 


General summary 

The watershed work plan for Hatch Valley arroyos, New Mexico, was prepared 
by the Caballo Soil Conservation District as the sponsoring local organization 
with technical assistance provided by the United States Department of Agri- 
culture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 22.7 square miles 
or 14,521 acres in Dona Ana and Sierra Counties, N. Mex. Approximately 8 
percent of the watershed in cropland ; 92 percent is rangeland. 

Federal lands administered by Bureau of Land Management are involved. 

The work plan proposes a 3-year project for the protection and development of 
the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $184,985. The local or 
non-Federal share of this cost will be $47,724. In addition, local interests will 
bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value of 
$32,309. Of the total project cost of $217,294, the non-Federal share will be 
$80,033 and the Federal share $137,261. 

Land-treatment measures 

The principal land-treatment measure for this rangeland is proper use. The 
present management program of the Bureau of Land Management will result in 
improved vegetative cover within the limits imposed by the climate on these range 
sites. All of the cropland in the watershed is under cooperative agreement with 
the Caballo Soil Conservation District and a high degree of needed conservation 
measures have been applied. 


Structural meastres 


The structural measures included in the plan consist of 6 floodwater retard- 
ing structures having an aggregate capacity of 1,094 acre-feet, 13 miles of fence. 
to protect the structures and desilting areas, and 6,800 feet of channel. The total 
cost of these measures including the capitalized value of operation and main- 
tenance cost is $217,294 of which the local share is $80,033 and the Federal share 
$137,261, The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures in- 
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cludes land easements and rights-of-way 1 percent, operation and maintenance 
40 percent, administering contracts 1.5 percent, and cash $45,784. 


Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $14,340. 

The estimated average annual damage with the project including land treat- 
ment and structural measures is $229. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is $15,- 
691, which is distributed as follows: 
Floodwater damage reduction___- y _ $11, 266 
Sediment damage reduction_ 833 
Indirect damage reduction____~-_ 2, 012 
Agriculture water management reduction 1, 580 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($15,691) to the average annual cost of 
structural measures ($8,561) is 1.83 to 1. 

The total benefits of land-treatment measures were not evaluated in monetary 
terms since experience has shown that these soil and water conservation measures 
produce benefits in excess of their costs. 

Relation of benefits to cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 75.5 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 37 per- 
cent of the total project costs. 

Provisions for financing construction 

The Elephant Butte irrigation district and the Caballo soil conservation dis- 
trict have agreed to install all measures needed to carry floodwater from the 
retarding &tructures to its canals or drains. Farmers and others have agreed 
that they can contribute 25 percent of the construction cost of the retarding 
structures and the fencing. 


Operation and maintenance 

Land treatment in the form of management of the watershed, principally in 
Federal ownership, is under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management. 
They will continue to be responsible for management of these lands at Federal 
expense from regular appropriations made for this agency. 

The 6 floodwater retarding structures, 6,800 linear feet of outlet channel, 5 
stabilizing structures, and the 13 miles of fence will be operated and maintained 
by the Elephant Butte irrigation district and the benefiting farmers under specific 
maintenance agreements to be executed prior to the issuance of invitations to 
bid for the construction of the structural measures. 


LITTLE WEWOKA CREEK-GRAVES CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 


The watershed work plan for Little Wewoka Creek-Graves Creek, Okla., was 
prepared by the Seminole County, Hughes County, and Okfuskee Soil Conservi- 
tion Districts and the Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District No. 2 
as the sponsoring local organizations, with technical assistance provided by the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 191.32 square miles, 
or 122,445 acres, in Seminole, Hughes, and Okfuskee Counties, Okla. Approxi- 
mately 35 percent of the watershed is cropland, 29 percent is grassland, 33 percent 
is woods and pasture, and 3 percent is miscellaneous, such as towns, roads, etc. 

Indian lands administered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs are included in the 
project. No irrigation developments are involved. 

The work plan proposes a 10-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $2,029,145. The local 
or non-Federal share of the cost will be $1,182,159. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $41,657. Of the total project cost of $2,070,802, the non-Federal share will 
be $1,223,816 and the Federal share $846,986. 


Land-treatment measures 


The cost for land-treatment measures is estimated at $932,788, of which the 
local share is $875,552. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
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assistance, is $57,236. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under 
authorities other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 


The structural measures included in the plan consist of 18 floodwater-retard- 
ing structures having an aggregate capacity of 24,276 acre-feet. The total cost 
of these measures, including the capitalized value of operation and maintenance 
cost, is $1,138,014, of which the local share is $348,264 and the Federal share 
$789,750. The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures 
includes: Land easements and rights-of-way, 61 percent; operation and mainte- 
nance, 12 percent ; administering contracts, 2 percent; and cash, $87,500. 
Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $100,046. 

The estimated average annual damage with the project is $35,524. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is 
$89,244. 


The primary benefits accruing to structural measures are as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction 
Sediment damage reduction 
Erosion damage reduction 

Indirect damage reduction 
Benefits from changed use of land__ 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($89,244) to the average annual cost 
of structural measures ($41,382) is 2.16 to 1. 


Relation of benefits to cost sharing 


Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 73 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 59 
percent of the total project costs. 

Provisions for financing construction 

The Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District No. 2 has been 
organized in accordance with the laws of the State of Oklahoma and is a legal 
subdivision of the State with the powers of taxation and eminent domain. It 
can accept contributions, levy assessments, issue warrants for preliminary work, 
hold elections for the issuance of bonds, and make annual levies to retire bonds. 
The conservancy district will contract for the construction of the 18 floodwater 
retarding structures listed in the plan. 


Operation and maintenance 


Land-treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by 
the landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed 
under agreements with the Seminole County, Hughes County, and Okfuskee Soil 
Conservation Districts. 

The 18 floodwater retarding structures will be operated and maintained by the 
Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District No. 2 assisted by a main- 
tenance association, membership of which is made up primarily of benefited 
landowners. 


LONG BRANCH CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 


The watershed work plan for Long Branch Creek, Okla., was prepared by 
the Black Bear Conservancy District and the Noble County and Payne County 
Soil Conservation Districts as the sponsoring local organizations with tech- 
nical assistance provided by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 44 square miles 
or 28,160 acres in Noble and Payne Counties, Okla. Approximately 64 percent 
of the watershed is cropland, 24 percent is grassland, 9 percent is woods and 
pasture, and 3 percent is miscellaneous such as towns, roads, ete. 

No Federal lands or irrigation developments are involved. 

This work plan proposes a 5-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $624,039. The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $340,053. In addition, local interests 
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will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $22,797. Of the total project cost of $646,836 the non-Federal share will be 
$362,850 and the Federal share $283,986. 
Land-treatment measures 

The cost for land-treatment measures is estimated at $278,964 of which the 
local share is $242,035. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
assistance is $36,929. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under authori- 
ties other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 

The structural measures included in the plan consist of 11 floodwater retard- 
ing structures having an aggregate capacity of 5,016 acre-feet. The total cost 
of these measures, including the capitalized value of operation and maintenance 
cost is $367,872 of which the local share is $120,815 and the Federal share 
$247.057. The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures in- 
cludes land easements and rights-of-way 61 percent, operation and maintenance 
19 percent, administering contracts 3 percent, and cash $21,557. 
Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $38,225. 

The estimated average annual damage with the project is $5,961. 

The average annual primary benefit accruing to structural measures is $27,937. 


The primary benefits accruing to structural measures are as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction 

Sediment damage reduction 

Erosion damage reduction 

Indirect damage red@ction..iu2. 2luscod ioe bldsllinusl sean cis 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($27,937) to the average annual cost 
of structural measures $13,407 is about 2.08 to 1.00. 


Relations of bene/jits to cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 73 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts directly 
or indirectly to may beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 56 per- 
cent of the total project costs. 


Provisions for financing construction 

The Black Bear Creek Water and Soil Conservancy District has been organ- 
ized in accordance with Oklahoma State law. This special purpose water 
control and improvement district will contract for the construction of the 11 
floodwater retarding structures listed in the plan. The organization has the 
power to levy assessments on the properties benefiting from the works of im- 
provement. 


Operation and maintenance 

Land-treatment measures will be operated and maintained by the landowners 
or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under agreement 
with the Noble County and Payne County Soil Conservancy Districts. 

The 11 floodwater retarding structures will be operated and maintained by 
the Noble County and Payne Soil Conservation Districts with assistance from 
the Black Bear Water and Soil Conservancy District which has legal authority 
to raise funds. 


LOWER BRUSHY CREEK SUBWATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 

The watershed work plan for lower Brushy Creek subwatershed, Texas, was 
prepared by the Taylor Soil Conservation District and the Brushy Creek Water- 
shed Association as the sponsoring local organizations with technical assistance 
provided by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 216 square miles 
or 138,240 acres in Williamson and Milam Counties, Tex. Approximately 60 
percent of the watershed is cropland; 26 percent is grassland; 11 percent is 
woodland, and 3 percent miscellaneous such as stream channels, towns, roads, 
ete. 
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No Federal lands or irrigation developments are involved. 

The work plan proposes a 10-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $5,358,012. The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $2,754,431. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $203,085. Of the total project cost of $5,561,097 the non-Federal share will 
be $2,957,516 and the Federal share $2,603,581. 


Land-treatment measures 


The cost for land-treatment measures is estimated at $1,939,023 of which the 
local share is $1,916,120. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
assistance is $22,903. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under author- 
ities other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 

Structural measures 

The structure! measures included in the plan consist of 25 floodwater retarding 
structures having an aggregate capacity of 29,920 acre feet and 35.7 miles of 
stream-channel improvement. The total cost of these measures, including the 
capitalized value of operation and maintenance cost is $3,622,074 of which the 
local share is $1,041,396 and the Federal share $2,580,678. The non-Federal share 
of the total cost of structural measures includes land easements and rights-of- 
way 58 percent, operation and maintenance 20 percent, administering contracts 
1.3 percent and cash $217,500. 


Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $555,810. 

The estimated average annual damage with the project including land treat- 
ment and structural measures is $74,331. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is 
$320,319, which is distributed as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction__...__~~- $314, 051 
Sediment damage reduction 22, T7$§ 
Erosion damage reduction 9, 4€9 
Indirect damage reduction 34, 624 
Benefits from changed use of land 2 70, 496 
Benefits allocated to structural measures to be constructed in upper 

Brushy Creek subwatershed 397 
Net benefits in project area 312 962 
Benefits from San Gabriel and Little Rivers.._____._-._----_--__--- 7, 357 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($320,319) to the average annual cost 
of structural measures ($108,049) is 3.11 to 1. 

The total benefits of land-treatment measures were not evaluated in monetary 
terms since experience has shown that these soil and water conservation meas- 
ures produce benefits in excess of their costs. 

Relation of benefits to cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 80 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 


the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 53 per- 
cent of the total project costs. 


Provisions for financing construction 

The landowners in the watershed plan to form a special purpose water control 
and improvement district which will have the powers of taxation and eminent 
domain under the State laws of Texas. The special purpose district will con- 
tract for the construction of the 25 floodwater retarding structures and the 35.7 
miles of stream-channel improvement listed in the plan. Funds for the local 
share of the construction costs will be raised by a bond issue which will be 
financed by a districtwide ad valorem tax. The bond issue will be voted as 
soon as the project is approved. 
Operation and maintenance 

Land-treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by the 
landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreements with the Taylor Soil Conservation District. 


The 25 floodwater-retarding structures and the 35.7 miles of improved channel 
will be operated and maintained by the Taylor Soil Conservation District with 
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asststence from the proposed special-purpose district which wil hawe Jegal 
authority to raise funds. 


MILL CANYON—SAGE FLAT WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 

The watershed work plan for Mill Canyon-Sage Flat, Utah, was preperad by 
the Sevier County Soil Conservation District, town of Glenwood, and Glenwood 
Irrigation Co. as the sponsoring local organizations with technical assistance pro- 
vided by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 23.9 square miles 
or 15,296 acres in Sevier County, Utah. Approximately 4 percent of the water- 
shed is cropland ; 87 percent is grassland; and 9 percent is woodland. 

Federal lands administered by the Forest Service are involved. Federal 
lands administered by Bureau of Land Management of the Department of Interior 
are involved. 

The work plan proposes a 5-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $159,960: The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $31,015. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $10,955. Of the total project cost of $170,915 the non-Federal share’ will be 
$41,970 and the Federal share $128,945. 


Land-treatment measures 


The cost for land treatment measures on non-Federal lands is estimated at 
$7,190 of which the local share is $6,135. The Federal share consisting entirely 
of technical assistance is $1,055. 

The cost for land treatment measures on lands administered by the Forest 
Service is estimated at $46,150 of which the local share is $6,045 and the Federal 
share is $40,465. 

The cost for land treatment measures on lands administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management of the Department of Interior is estimated at $40,375 of 
which the local share is $8,105 and the Federal share is $37,270. 

The cost of all land-treamtment measures is estimated at $94,075 of which the 
local share is $15,285 and the Federal share is $78,790. 

Structural measures 


The structural measures included in the plan consist of one floodwater re- 
tarding structure located on public-domain lands and having an aggregate 
capacity of 208 acre-feet and channel improvement through the town of Glen- 
wood to the marsh north of town. 

The total cost of these measures, including the capitalized value of operation 
and maintenance cost is $76,840 of which the local share is $26,685 and the Fed- 
eral share $50,155. The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural meas- 
ures includes land easements and rights-of-way 3.9 percent, operation and main- 
tenance 41 percent, administering contracts 1.5 percent, and cash $14,280. 
Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $5,050, 

The estimated average annual damage with the project including land-treat- 
ment and structural measures is $110. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is $4,120, 
which is distributed as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction_____~- ea $2, 050 
Sediment damage reduction 1, 450 
Indirect damage reduction____- - 620 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($4,120) to the average annual cost 
of structural measures ($3,000) is 1.37 to 1.00, 

The total benefits of land-treatment measures were not evaluated in monetary 
terms since experience has shown that these soil- and water-conservation ‘meas- 
ures produce benefits in excess of their costs. 

Relation of benefits to cost-sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 85 percent of the total 

benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 


or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or the general public within and outside the 
watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 25 percent of 
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the total project costs or 39 percent of the total project costs on non-Federal 
lands only. 


Provisions for financing construction 

The town of Glenwood will give the Service and the Sevier County Soil Con- 
servation District adequate assurance that the town’s share of the project costs 
will be available for costs allocated to the town and will take proper steps to 
accumulate funds needed for this purpose. The Sevier County Soil Conserva- 
tion District will let contracts for the construction of the retarding structure. 
The town of Glenwood will improve the channel through town to the marsh north 
of town by force account. The town will also make provisions for a suitable 
crossing on State Highway 119 where it crosses the channel. 


Operation and maintenance 


Land-treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by the 
landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreements with the Sevier County Soil Conservation District. 

Land-treatment measures on federally owned land will be operated and main- 
tained after the period of installation by the agency administering such lands 
from regular funds appropriated for this purpose. 

The town of Glenwood and the Bureau of Land Management will enter into 
an agreement stating that the town of Glenwood will bear the cost of operation 
and maintenance of the retarding structure located on Bureau of Land Man- 
agement lands. 

The town of Glenwood will assume the cost of operation and maintenance of 
the channel. 

The operation and maintenance work will be accomplished by force account 
with funds obtained from normal channels of administration by the town of 
Glenwood. 

PLATTSMOUTH WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 
The watershed-work plan for Plattsmouth, Nebr., was prepared by the city of 
Plattsmouth and the Cass Soil Conservation District as the sponsoring local 


organizations with technical assistance provided by the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

The watershed-work plan covers an area of approximately 3.85 square miles 
or 2,465 acres in Cass County, Nebr. Approximately 40 percent of the watershed 
is cropland; 14 percent is grassland; 4 percent is woodland; and 42 percent 
miscellaneous, such as towns, roads, etc. 

No Federal! lands or irrigation development are involved. 

The work plan proposes a 5-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $197,340. The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $130,880. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $8,420. Of the total project cost of $205,850 the non-Federal share will be 
$139,300, and the Federal share $66,550. 


Land-treatment measures 


The cost for land-treatment measures is estimated at $106,900 of which the local 
share is $100,040. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical assistance is 
$6,050. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under authorities other 
than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Struetural measures 


The-structural measure included in the plan consist of 5 floodwater-retarding 
structures and 5 combination floodwater-retarding, sediment-retention, and grade- 
stabilization structures having an aggregate capacity of 502 acre-feet. The total 
cost of these measures, including the capitalized value of operation and mainte- 
nance cost, is $99,670 of which the local share is $39,260 and the Federal share 
$60,500. The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures includes 
land easements and rights-of-way 32 percent, operation and maintenance 21 per- 
cent, administering contracts 6 percent, and cash $16,000. 


Damages and benefits 


The estimated average annual damage without the project is $13,241. 
The estimated average annual damage with the project including land treat- 
ment and structural measures is $1,245. 
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The average annual] primary benefits accruing to structural measures is $7,502, 
which is distributed as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction 
Sediment damage reduction 
Indirect damage reduction 


The ratio of the average annual benefit ($7,502) to the average annual cost of 
structural measures ($3,960) is 1.89 to 1.00. 

The total benefits of land-treatment measures were not evaluated in monetary 
terms since experience has shown that these soil-and-water conservation meas- 
ures produce benefits in excess of their costs. 


Relation of benefits to cost sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 89 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 68 percent 
of the total project costs. 


Provisions of financing construction 

The city of Plattsmouth will let and administer all coniracts for the con- 
struction of the 10 floodwater and retarding structures. The city will under- 
take to be responsible for the providing either by tax levy or by solicitation of 
the necessary funds for cost-sharing with the Federal Government according 
to the work plan. 


Operation and maintenance 

Land-treatment measures will be installed, operated and maintained by the 
landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreements with the Cass Soil Conservation District. 

Measures installed by nonagricultural interests, such as railroad or gas com- 
panies, will be operated and maintained under individual agreements. These 
agreements will be a responsibility of the sponsoring agencies jointly. 

The city of Plattsmouth will be responsible for operation and maintenance of 
all structural measures proposed for cost-sharing under the work plan. Main- 


tenance operations found necessary will be carried out with street and/or park 
maintenance facilities and funds. 


UPPER BRUSHY CREEK SUBWATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 


The watershed work plan for upper Brushy Creek subwatershed, Texas, was 
prepared by the Taylor Soil Conservation District and the Brushy Creek Water- 
shed Association as the sponsoring local organizations with technical assistance 
provided by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 299 square miles or 
191,360 acres in Williamson County, Tex. Approximately 55 percent of the 
watershed is cropland, 41 percent is grassland, and 4 percent miscellaneous 
such as stream channels, towns, roads, etc. 

No Federal lands or irrigation developments are involved. 

The work plan proposes a 10-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $4,921,510. The local 
or non-Federal share of this cost will be $2,280,696. In addition, local interests 
will bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value 
of $121,728. Of the total project cost of $5,043,238, the non-Federal share- will 
be $2,402,424, and the Federal share $2,640,814. ; 


Land treatment measures 

The cost for land-treatment measures is estimated at $1,678,097, of which 
the local share is $1,608,533. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
assistance, is $69,564. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under 
authorities other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 

The structural measures included in the plan consist of 33 floodwater retarding 
structures having an aggregate capacity of 47,461 acre-feet and 6.42 miles of 
channel improvement. The total cost of these measures, including the cap- 
italized value of operation and maintenance cost is $3,365,141 of which the local 
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share is $793,891 and the Federal share $2,571,250. The non-Federal share of 
the total cost of structural measures includes land easements and right-of-way 
56 percent, operation and maintenance 15 percent, administering contracts 1 
percent, and cash $217,500. 


Damages and benefits 

The estimated average annual damage without the project is $121,215. 

The estimated average annual damage with the project including land treat- 
ment and structural measures is $27,086. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is 
$235,482, which is distributed as follows: 


Floodwater damage reduction 

Sediment damage reduction 

Erosion damage reduction 

Indirect damage reduction 

Benefits from changed use of land 

Benefits from San Gabriel and Little River 

Benefits from main stem Brushy Creek below project area 


The ratio of the average annual benefits ($235,482) to the average annual cost 
of structural measures ($94,657) is 2.49 to 1. 

The total benefits of land treatment measures were not evaluated in monetary 
terms since experience has shown that these soil-and-water conservation measures 
produce benefits in excess of their costs. 


Relation of benefits to cost-sharing 


Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 31 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 48 percent 
of the total project costs. 


Provisions for financing construction 

The landowners in the watershed plan to form a special purpose water control 
and improvement district which will have the powers of taxation and eminent 
domain under the State laws of Texas. The special purpose district will contract 
for the eonstruction of the 33 floodwater retarding structures and the 6.42 
miles of stream channel improvement listed in the plan. Funds for the local 
share of the construction costs will be raised by a bond issue which will be financed 
by a districtwide ad valorem tax. The bond issue will be voted as soon as the 
project is approved. 


Operation and maintenance 


Land treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by the 
landowners or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreements with the Taylor Soil Conservation District. The 33 floodwater retard- 
ing structures and the 6.42 miles of improved channel will be operated and 
maintained by the Taylor Soil Conservation District with assistance from 
the proposed special purpose district which will have legal authority to raise 
funds, 

UPPER GRAVE CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN 


General summary 


The watershed work plan for upper Grave Creek, W. Va., was prepared by the 
Northern Panhandle Soil Conservation District, the Cameron Planning Com- 
mission, and the City Council of Cameron as the sponsoring local organizations 
with technical assistance provided by the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

The watershed work plan covers an area of approximately 7.7 square miles 
or 4,920 acres in Marshall County, W. Va. Approximately 15 percent of the 
watershed is cropland, 67 percent is grassland, 8 percent is woodland, and 10 
percent is miscellaneous. 

No Federal lands or irrigation developments are involved. 

This work plan proposes a 5-year project for the protection and development 
of the watershed at a total estimated installation cost of $491,085. The local or 
non-Federal share of this cost will be $215,992. In addition, local interests will 
bear the entire cost of operation and maintenance with a capitalized value of 
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$84,155. Of the total project cost of $525,240 the non-Federal share will be 
$240,147 and the Federal share $275,093. 
Land treatment measures 

The cost for land treatment measures is estimated at $126,404, of which the 
local share is $113,464. The Federal share, consisting entirely of technical 
assistance is $12,940. Costs to be met with Federal funds provided under 
authorities other than Public Law 566 are not included in these figures. 


Structural measures 

The structural measures included in the plan consist of 7 floodwater retard- 
ing structures and 3.6 miles of stream-channel improvement. One of the strue- 
tures will also serve as a reservoir for city water. The total cost of these 
measures, including the capitalized value of operation and maintenance cost is 
$398,836, of which the local share is $136,683 and the Federal share $262,153. 
The non-Federal share of the total cost of structural measures includes land 
easements and rights-of-way 21 percent, for purposes other than flood prevention 
and features related thereto 19 percent, operation and maintenance 25 percent, 
administering contracts 2 percent, and cash $44,912. 
Damages and benefits 


The estimated average annual damage without the project is $93,742. 

The estimated average annual damage with the project is $31,340. 

The average annual primary benefits accruing to structural measures is $52,069. 

The primary benefits accruing to structural measures are as follows: 
Floodwater damage reduction : $48, 890 
Indirect damage reduction 8, 679 

The ratio of the average annual benefits ($52,069) to the average annual cost of 
structural measures ($14,625) is 3.56 to 1.00. 
Relation of benefits to cost-sharing 

Immediate, direct, identifiable local benefits comprise 68 percent of the total 
benefits of the project. The remaining benefits accrue in small amounts, directly 
or indirectly, to many beneficiaries or to the general public within and outside 
the watershed. The local organization and local people propose to pay 48 percent 
of the total project costs. 
Provision for financing construction 

The local people will pay all construction costs of dam No. 1. The Federal 
Government will be requested to pay the construction costs of the other six dams 
and the stream channel improvement. 

The Northern Panhandle Soil Conservation District will administer contracts 
for the construction of the structural measures. 
Operation and maintenance 


Land-treatment measures will be installed, operated, and maintained by the 
landowners. or operators of the farms on which the measures are installed under 
agreements with the Northern Panhandle Soil Conservation District. 

The 7 floodwater retarding structures and the 3.6 miles of stream-channel 
improvement will be operated and maintained by the Northern Panhandle Soil 
Conservation District under an agreement with the City Council of Cameron who 
will actually perform and pay for the maintenance. 

Mr. WitutAMs. There is one other thing I would like to mention. In 
support of the statement with respect to the experience that the Soil 
Conservation Service had in the design of structures such as those pro- 
posed under these 13 watershed works plans we have made a chart 
which is based upon published information of the Corps of Engineers 
as of May 1951 of the number of structures designed and constructed 
by them and their capacity range and the number of structures that 
have been constructed or designed by the Soil Conservation Service. 

This chart indicates that there are some 444 structures less than 
5,000 acre-feet constructed by the Soil Conservation Service. There 
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are 6 structures less than 5,000 acre-feet constructed by the Corps of 
Engineers. I would like to supply that for the record. 
(The document referred to is as follows:) 


COMPARISON OF CAPACITY 
PROVIDED BY DAMS 
COMPLETED OR UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


BY 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE FOR } CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
WATERFLOW RETARDATION | FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


Above 500,000 (40) 
| 
| 100,000 - $00,000 (53) 


it 
Acre Feet~ — 35,000 - 100,000 a 


| 
5,000 - 25,000 (4) (22) 


3,000 - 5,000 (10) (3) 


«3: Mamma (2) 1,000- 3,000 


| 


! - 
(1) 500-1,000 Acre Feet 


50 - 500 


(78) MTT, 010" 50 J 


Fd. watts abi | pee frgiatverid 


200 80 40 0 40 80 
NUMBER OF STRUCTURES 
SOURCE : 


Soil Conservation Service Work Plans and Records. “Tabulation of Pertinent Data — Flood Control and 
Multiple Purpose Reservoirs, Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers. May (95! 


The Cuairman. Now, Mr. Williams, there is no doubt in your mind 
that every phase of the law under which you are now acting as far 
as you know has been complied with ? 

Mr. WituiaMs. Yes, sir; it has been. 

The Cuarrman. There is no doubt in your mind but that the ratio 
of costs to benefits is such as to justify all of these projects ? 

Mr. Wiuu1aMs. There is no question about that. 

The Cuarrman. In other words the resulting benefits will be greater 
than the cost? 

Mr. WiuuiaMs. That is correct. 

The Cuarman. As you know, the engineers go on a 1-to-1 basis as 
a minimum. 

Mr. Witu1AMs. So do we. 

The Cuarrman. Have you included in your record this ratio of 
cost to benefits of the project 

Mr. Wii1aMs. Yes; that is a part of the summary that is attached 
to each work plan and was made available to the committee at the 
previous hearing, I may say. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions to ask of Mr. 
Williams or General Itschner ? 

Senator Munpr. I just have one, Mr. Chairman. It probably has 
been answered. I was detained over in the Senate. 
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Are we ready now to have a consolidated report to approve these 
projects and if not, when? 

The CuarrMan. As soon as we have a quorum present we can do it. 

Senator Munpr. I mean as far as these-gentlemen are concerned. 

The Cuatrman. Yes. All that has been made a part of the record. 

Is Mr. Endersbee present ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. ENDERSBEE, TECHNICAL REVIEW 
STAFF, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. Enpersper. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. Have you any comments to make on the part of 
the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Enversper. The Department of the Interior has not made any 
opposition to these projects. I have a statement if you care to have 
us turn it in. 

The CuHarrman. Have you any comments to make for or against? 
Are you in favor of them? How does the Department feel ? 

Mr. Enpersper. We have no opposition whatsoever to any of these. 

The CuarrMan. If you have a prepared statement you may file it. 

Mr. Enversser. We have a statement. 

The Cuarmrman. The statement will be made a part of the record. 

(Mr. Endersbee’s complete statement is as follows :) 


Under the provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 
of August 4, 1954 (68 Stat. 666), the Secretary of the Interior has the responsi- 
bility of making recommendations with respect to any watershed work plan 
which includes reclamation or irrigation works or which affects public or other 
lands under his jurisdiction. 

The Department of the Interior has the responsibility for the care and pro- 
tection of approximately 14 percent of the land area of the continental United 
States. The Department recognizes that small watersheds are integral parts of 
major drainage basins, and that the development and improvement of resources 
merit the same consideration in both large and small watersheds. 

It is the policy of the Department of the Interior to support the watershed 
protection program and all bureaus have been instructed to cooperate to the 
fullest possible extent with the Department of Agriculture and with the States 
and local organizations in carrying out watershed work plans formulated in 
accordance with the provisions of the act insofar as they affect public and Indian 
lands and programs under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior. 

To implement this policy, in accordance with the Secretary’s responsibility, 
the Department has established and maintains direct liaison with the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. Furthermore, both Departments are insisting on a close 
working relationship between field personnel in the preparation of work plans 
which involve Interior lands and programs. 

A particularly close relationship has been established between the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of the Interior Department and the Soil Conservation Service 
with respect to watershed protection projects. Under a memorandum of under- 
standing between the two Services, dated May 12, 1955, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service has studied and prepared reports on 69 watershed projects in cooperation 
with the local sponsoring groups, the appropriate State fish and game depart- 
ments, and the Soil Conservation Service. This work by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service is designed to help the local organizations realize maximum benefits to 
hunting and fishing from watershed projects, one of the important public gains 
from this program, and to assist in prevention of any possible damage to fish and 
wildlife resources. 

Similar arrangements are in effect between the Geological Survey and the 
Soil Conservation Service. A memorandum of understanding, dated December 
14, 1954, provides for the Geological Survey to supply basic and other data re- 
quired for the program. 
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The Department’s comments on the watershed work plans, reviewed so far, 
have recorded certain administrative and technical problems. Differences in 
administrative procedures, and in some cases of technical standards, between 
the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture create difficulties in correlating 
and integrating the improvement work to be done under the watershed program 
with existing programs of the Department. In areas where the Department has 
a responsibility it is not always possible from the information in the work plans 
to determine fully the effects of the proposed works of improvement. 

The principal technical problem of concern to this Department relates to the 
effect of the watershed programs upon streamflow. By individual basins these 
effects may be minor, but for a widespread program involving ultimately many 
small basins, the cumulative effects may be of major importance and so change 
the regimen of stream runoff as to infringe upon established productive water 
rights and forestall or alter potential beneficial use developments that would have 
been possible under conditions of undetained runoff. For several years the 
Federal agencies concerned have endeavored to initiate a technically acceptable 
eooperative study of the effects of watershed improvement upon runoff. The 
Department of the Interior believes it highly important that such a cooperative 
study be undertaken. 

Floodwaters channeled through an irrigation system as is contemplated for the 
Hatch Valley arroyos in New Mexico create a problem of determining appropriate 
cost-sharing arrangements. Under the reclamation program, Federal funds used 
to provide irrigation water are reimbursable without interest. We propose to 
explore this matter with the Department of Agriculture with the objective of 
establishing some mutually agreeable policy. 

These statements are presented in relation to the broad program of watershed 
protection which ultimately will comprise a number of developments. The state- 
ments are not intended in opposition to the individual plans now before the com- 
mittee. Rather, we are concerned with the proper coordination of land and water 
development programs. We shall endeavor to cooperate fully with the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture with these objectives in mind. 


Senator Tuyrr. The statement was he has no opposition. The 
question is, Do you approve ? 

Mr. Enverssee. The Department has taken the position that it is 
not the Department’s prerogative to approve. We have pointed out 
some problems that have arisen, but we are working on those in an 
effort to resolve them. 

Senator Ture. Could you state what the problems are. We are 
endeavoring, in other words, to get sufficient information. 

Mr. Enversser. Principally a matter of integrating our existing 
programs with the small watershed program. For example, we are 
doing the same sort of thing on land-treatment measures on our public 
and Indian lands that are called for in the small watershed program. 
Some of those categories vary to some degree over what we normally 
use in our existing program and that is one phase. Then another 
problem of concern that has arisen is what effect these small water- 
sheds will have on some of the water supplies downstream. Probably 
not any one watershed in itself would have any great effect, but what 
would be the accumulative effect as the program goes on. 

Senator Ture. You have a fear that they may dry up the source of 
water at a lower region of the stream. 

Mr. Enpersser. There is that possibility. We don’t have informa- 
tion enough at the present time, and we are trying right now to work 
out something with the Department of Agriculture to start some 
studies to find out what effects these programs may have ultimately. 

Senator Ture. You are more concerned about the effects in the 
lower region than you are about the type of installation and what 
type of—— 

Mr. Enversset. That’s right, sir. 
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Senator Tiryvr. What type of construction they may be. Have 
you any fear that if one of these watershed dams goes out it would be 
a danger to a lower region along the stream, with the likely increase 
of floodwaters coming with the breaking of adam? 

Mr. Enpersser. I think we have raised that question, at least in- 
formally with the Soil Conservation Service, but we are not opposing 
any of them. In some cases we have suggested that another look be 
taken at the design, and that is being ‘done. We understand that 
these are preliminary reports in a sense, that much of the detail has 
not been worked out and that it will be done if these preliminary re- 
ports are approved by the Congress. 

Senator Tuyr. Thank you. That’sall, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Munpr. I want to ask this jointly of the general and Mr. 
Williams. Can the committee have some assurance out of the ex- 
change of correspondence which we have been following during this 
interval which has gg since you were both here before, that 
perhaps you can work out. or have worked out a modus operandi 
whereby when these come to us : for approval, you will have reconciled 
your differences insofar as reconciliation is possible or have staked 
out firm positions of disagreement from which you cannot subse- 
quently yield, so that this can all be done in advance. I am sure, 
since this committee—I speak only for myself, of course—wants to 
get an many of these watersheds that are feasible and practical under- 
way it is important that we start out with a good sound set of projects 
and that we develop early in the game working arrangements between 
your two shops. You will be working together for a long time. We 
want you to work together harmoniously and bring to us the best 
counsel that you have. Out of this background I wonder if you have 
developed that plan. 

The Cuatrman. There are three shops. You have to consider the 
Interior, too. 

Senator Munpr. Yes. But they come in just as observers or ob- 
jectors. These two have to come in with positive recommendations. 

General Irscuner. I can say in any case hereafter, where we have 
adverse comments to make, we will certainly meet with the Department 
of Agriculture in an endeavor to reconcile the differences before sub- 
mitting a letter commenting adversely on their plans. 

I feel sure we would have done so in this case if there had been 
time. But we were ootase to get the reports in very hastily. 

Senator Munpr. I understand that. We are inno sense critical 
of what happened, because we are all kind of feeling our way. This 
is anew approach. The committee felt, I am sure, and I know I did, 
that it was very important that we get started right so that we could 
QO. K. as many of these projects as are practicable with a full assurance 
that we have a working understanding. 

So you feel in the future we will have a pretty good working 
arrangement ¢ 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir; I feel that way and I think Mr. 
Williams does too. 

Mr. Witu1ams. I do too. I think the problems that. were brought 
forth in the comments on these letters were some of them technical in 
nature with respect to engineering design. That has been pretty 
well worked out. There have been some questions of concept about 
the program and perhaps some of those questions can’t be entirely 
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resolved even between General Itschner and me. The establishment of 
this watershed-protection program which recognized the treatment of 
the land and supporting small engineering structures is something 
fairly new in this water field. 

It is going to take some time I believe for the understanding within 
Government and outside of Government to fully appreciate that con- 
cept, but 1 am satisfied that we have the mechanics with which to work 
out the technical problems and I think that such questions of concepts 
or policies that there may be are pretty well earmarked. 

Senator Munpr. Good. The mechanics are important and it is 
important to this committee that all projects but especially these early 
projects be good blue-ribbon projects. 

Nothing could be more detrimental to the end objective we all have 
in mind than to have some that are second-rate projects or that mis- 
takes were made in engineering and had an unhappy consequence. 

We want to be sure that the mechanics were sound. I have heard the 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Agriculture 

say—and I think Mr. Ellender has too—that by the time of the 
millenium, when we complete all the projects which are possible, they 
will amount to $300 billion. 

Isn’t that the figure he used? I don’t know where he gets it. That 
will not be in the lifetime of anybody around this table. It is im- 
portant when we start a program of that magnitude that this be 
pretty well done right from the start. 

Mr. Wiiurams. I would like to comment on one thing. We have 
been working with General Bragden at the White House level in terms 
of a long-range project of this program and we feel the total ultimate 
cost to both local organizations and the Federal Government will be 
in the neighborhood ‘of $6.4 billion. There has been a figure used of 
$25 billion, but that is without any foundation of fact with respect 
to our estimate. 

Senator Munpr. Where do you suppose they get that figure of $300 
billion? That sounds like a foreign-aid program to me. 

Mr. Wiutuiams. I don’t know. 

The CratrMan. General Itschner, the point raised by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior could be easily taken care of, 1 presume, by having 
say, a slot in some of these dams to permit the flowage downstream of 
the normal flow of water so as to supply the people downstream, the 
same as you folks do in a measure when you build a dam on the 
Missouri. 

You don’t close it off you let some, so much water go downstream. 

General Irscuner. The small dams built by the Soil Conservation 
Service have an uncontrolled outlet — does that very thing—it 
allows water to go out as fast as the channel downstream can carry the 
flow away. They probably will store water only for conservation 
purposes. 

The floodwaters will go out rather quickly after each storm; is that 
not right ? 

Mr. Wituiams. Yes. They drain out in a matter of 2 or 3 days. 

The CuarrMan. It poses a problem that can be easily worked out. 

Mr. WituiaMs. As far as structures are concerned, what Mr. Enders- 
bee refers to, particularly in the southwestern part of the country, 
where water problems are very acute, the question of what is done 
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on the watershed lands themselves to use water is the question and we 
have, in cooperation with the USGS and the Agricultural Research 
Service, research work under way now to identify the effect upon any 
extreme flow or water yield from those reservoirs or from the water- 
shed plans. I think there isa wonderful safeguard there, because these 
projects are not Federal projects super imposed upon the local people, 
they are the projects that the local people themselves want and < 
would not want a project which would interfere with their water 

supply. 

The Cuarrman. All right. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Munpr. Is there a likelihood that you will have some more 
recommendations ready for use during this session ? 

Mr. Witu1aMs. Yes; the Bureau of the Budget submitted three 
others on May 28. Those are the Tiskilwa of Illinois, the Oak-Middle 
Creek of Nebraska, and the Rush-Pine of Minnesota. There are 4 or 5 
others awaiting completion at the Bureau of the Budget and will 
probably reach the Congress within a matter of a few days. 

There are also another half dozen within the Department here in 
Washington being put in final form. 

Senator ArKEN. Do: any of them require approval of this committee ? 

Mr. Wixu1aMs. Yes, sir; there will be. I can’t give you the names 
offhand. Mr. Brown might be able to answer those. 


STATEMENT OF CARL B. BROWN, DIRECTOR, PLANNING DIVISION, 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Brown. None of those three which have come up so far will. 
But one of those now in the Department of Agriculture will require 
approval. This is Johnson’s Draw, Tex. 

Senator Tuyr. Have you progressed far enough with your plans 
so that you will commence any of the initial work this year? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir, Senator, the 45 days required by the act will 
expire on June 4; we will be ready to start operations on June 5 on a 
good many of these 13 watersheds. 

Senator Tuyr. That includes the one in Minnesota 

Mr. Brown. No; the one in Minnesota which has just come to the 
Congress on May 28 will have to have the 45 days from that time. 
That will be about July 12. 

Mr. Witi1aMs. About July 12. But we do have funds in the 1957 
budget which has been approved by the Congress so that work on that 
watershed and others could be started. 

Senator Torr. Thank you. 

The CuatrmMan. Are there any further questions ? 

Is there anybody else present who desires to be heard as to these 
projects? Is Mr. Murphy here? 
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STATEMENT OF WARREN T. MURPHY, CHIEF, DIVISION OF FLOOD 
PREVENTION AND RIVER BASIN PROGRAMS, FOREST SERVICE, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Murpuy. Yes; I have a statement here. 

The Cuarrman. Are you in conflict with what they propose to do? 

Mr. Murreuy. No, sir; the Forest Service had the opportunity to 
review each plan with respect to the forestry phases. 

The CuarrMan. Are you to do that under the law? 

Mr. Mourruy. That is by arrangement within the Department. The 
Secretary of Agriculture has assigned to the Forest Service the re- 
sponsibility for the forestry phases of the studies, the plans and the 
execution of the program. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Murphy, do you work in another connection 
with Mr. Williams’ organization ? j 

Mr. Murpuy. That’s right, as a member of the Forest Service. 
What I have to say in this statement is to supplement the statement 
that Mr. Williams made at the first hearing regarding the role of the 
Forest Service. 

I particularly wanted to add to his statement a comment with re- 
spect to lands outside of the national forests that are not in Federal 
ownership. On such lands the Forest Service has been assigned the 
responsibility in cooperation with the State and local agencies for the 
installation of the forestry programs. In accomplishing this job we 
have stressed working with the State foresters. 

We are calling upon the responsible State forester to participate 
in all stages of the project program formulation from the first pre- 
liminary examination right through the preparation of the plans and 
the consideration of the final plans. 

We have, where needed, reimbursed the State foresters for a por- 
tion of their help in this program. We feel that it is very important 
that there be correlation between the work to be done on forest lands 
under Public Law 566 (83d Congress) and the regular programs of 
the State foresters which are carried on for the most part in coopera- 
tion with the Department of Agriculture under other authorities. 

We find for example that with respect to land treatment measures, 
Public Law 566 states that Federal assistance shall not exceed the 
rate of assistance for similar practices under existing national pro- 
grams. This provision makes it necessary to very carefully coordinate 
the proposed financial Federal aid under Public Law 566 with existin 
Federal-State arrangements under the going cooperative Federal: 
State forestry programs, 

I might add that the State foresters have taken a very real interest 
in the development of forestry phases of these watershed work plans. 
They have contributed personnel and other assistance to the field par- 
ties making watershed examinations and plans and in all ways are 
taking an active part. At all times the Forest Service is endeavoring 
to work through and with the State foresters. Out of the 13 water- 
sheds that are being considered there are only 2 that involved, after 
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the studies were made, forestry program proposals calling for State 
foresters’ participation. These are Bear Creek in Georgia and Upper 
Grave Creek in West Virginia. 

However, while forestry is only a small part of the program of 
these 13 particular projects, the project plans call for an expenditure 
of $9,937 from Federal funds and $11,073 from the cooperating State 
foresters for assistance on non-Federal lands. 

I might mention that in all there are four projects in which the 
Forest Service alone or in cooperation with the State foresters will 
do forestry work. The total allocation of Federal funds for forestry 
purposes in these 4 is $50,402. That is about one-half of 1 percent of 
the proposed Federal outlay of funds on the 18 projects. 

And now while I say that in this particular group of watersheds 
forestry activity does not oce upy an important part in the programs, 
it is nevertheless an important consideration for watershed protection 
and improvement generally. 

I will submit this full statement for the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, my statement is presented as a supplement to the remarks 
made previously before this committee by Mr. D. A. Williams, Administrator 
of the Soil Conservation Service, with respect to participation of the Forest 
Service in the program being carried out under the authority of the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954. 

As Mr. Williams pointed out, the Forest Service has participated in all phases 
of the program relating to the forest lands in each of the 13 watersheds. This 
same sort of participation is continuing with respect to other watersheds now 
being investigated and for which plans are being developed. The Secretary of 
Agriculture has assigned to the Forest Service responsibility for the forestry 
aspects of surveys, studies, and plans made under the authority of Public Law 
566 (S38d Cong. ). 

Responsibility has been given to the Forest Service for installing flood pre- 
vention and watershed protection works of improvement on national forests, on 
other lands under Forest Service jurisdiction, and on range lands within or ad- 
jacent to national forests where such lands are administered in conjunction 
with the forests under formal agreement. 

With respect to other forest lands in the project watersheds which are not in 
Federal ownership, the Forest Service has been assigned the responsibility, 
in cooperation with State and local agencies, for installing all fire protection 
measures, providing tree planting stock and furnishing technical assistance in 
forest management. 

In carrying out its responsibilities with respect to the program authorized by 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954, the Forest Service 
operates under general principles, criteria, and procedures established by the 
Soil Conservation Service. Before establishing criteria and procedures having 
an impact upon the forestry phases, the Soil Conservation Service consults with 
the Forest Service. 

In the development of the 13 individual watershed project plans now under 
consideration by the Congress, the Forest Service participated from the inception 
of the proposed projects. 

Where privately or State owned forest lands are located in a watershed, the 
Forest Service is calling upon the responsible State forester to participate in 
all stages of the project program formulation, from the first preliminary ex- 
amination through the preparation of plans and the consideration of plans 
with the sponsoring local agencies. The full participation of the State foresters 
in the development of project plans is very important, since the forestry measures 
incorporated in the plans are usually an acceleration of programs already being 
carried out by the State foresters. 

In order to facilitate this active participation by the State Forestry organiza- 
tions in developing watershed plans, the Forest Service has, where needed, reim- 
bursed State foresters for some of the added expenses to which they have been 
put because of their participation. This financial help, where required, has 
been paid from Public Law 566 project planning funds allocated to the Forest 
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Service by the Soil Conservation Service. During fiscal year 1956, $258,000 of 
such funds were allotted to the Forest Service to finance Forest Service partici- 
pation in the investigation and planning phases of the program. 

An additional need for State forester participation arises from the financial 
arrangements that must be made with respect to forestry measures to be installed 
in the watersheds under this program. Public Law 566 (83d Cong.) provides, 
with respect to land-treatment measures, that Federal assistance shall not exceed 
the rate of assistance for similar practices under existing national programs. 
This provision makes it necessary to coordinate carefully proposed Federal 
financial aid under Public Law 566 with Federal-State arrangements under the 
going cooperative Federal-State forestry programs. 

Generally, the State foresters have taken a very real interest in development 
of forestry phases of these watershed-project plans. They have contributed 
personnel and other assistance to the parties making preliminary examinations 
of watersheds upon which applications for planning assistance are submitted. 
On those watersheds in which it has been determined forestry measures are 
needed, the State foresters are assigning personnel to work with the Forest Serv- 
ice, Soil Conservation Service, and local sponsors in developing project plans. 
They are working with Forest Service personnel in evaluating the present hydro- 
logic condition of the forested portions of watersheds and in appraising the 
hydrologic benefits to be expected as a result of the installation of forestry 
measures. In all ways, the Forest Service is endeavoring to work through and 
with the State foresters in carrying out its responsibilities with respect to non- 
Federal forest lands. 

Of the 13 watershed plans now before the Congress, 2 (Bear Creek in Georgia 
and Upper Grave Creek in West Virginia) include forestry measures in which 
State foresters will participate. A third project, Plattsmouth, is located in 
Nebraska, a State in which there is no State forester. Some technical assistance 
will be provided on that project directly by the Forest Service. A fourth project, 
Mill Canyon-Sage Flat in Utah, has 25 percent of the watershed area within the 
Fishlake National Forest. 

On the Bear Creek, Upper Grave Creek, and Plattsmouth projects, technical 
forestry assistance will be provided to landowners. In addition, there will be 
an acceleration of fire prevention and control activities on the Bear Creek proj- 
ect. For the 13 projects currently pending before your committee these are the 
only forestry measures involving aid to private landowners for which Federal 
funds will be allocated under the authority of Public Law 566 and expended 
through the Forest Service and cooperating State foresters. 

To provide for these forestry measures, the project plans for the three water- 
sheds call for an expenditure of $9,937 from Federal funds and $11,073 by the 
cooperating State foresters. The technical forestry assistance to be provided 
will facilitate the installation of forest land-treatment measures by the land- 
owners. While the landowners must pay the costs of the forestry work they do 
on their own lands, they do need technical forestry aid to assure that the work 
that they do is technically sound. In addition, the technical assistance will 
provide management plans and guidance to landowners in the long-time manage- 
ment of their woodlands. 

On the Mill Canyon-Sage Flat project involving national forest lands, the 
Forest Service developed the necessary program of land treatment and the 
accompanying hydrologic investigations. Measures recommended included only 
those that would produce significant hydrologic and sediment-control benefits. 
The recommendations prepared by the Forest Service were integrated by the 
Soil Conservation Service and the local sponsors into the overall plan for the 
entire watershed. Twenty-five percent of this watershed (Mill Canyon-Sage 
Flat) is national forest land. In its role as landowner, the Federal Government, 
acting through the Forest Service, will install the necessary land-treatment meas- 
ures on these national forest lands. The estimated cost of putting the national 
forest lands in this watershed into good hydrologic condition is $40,465. 

In the four named projects in which the Forest Service, alone or in cooperation 
with the State foresters, will have a part in the installation of forestry measures, 
the total allocation of Federal funds proposed in the watershed-project plans 
for forestry purposes is $50,402. Considering the 13 projects before you as a 
group, this expenditure proposed for forestry purposes represents somewhat less 
than one-half of 1 percent of the total outlay of Federal funds proposed for all 
purposes. 

While in this particular group of watersheds submitted to you for consideration 
forestry activity does not occupy an important place in the totals of the programs, 
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it is nevertheless an important consideration in watershed protection and im- 
provement generally. For example, in the 31 States lying east of the prairie 
and plains regions about 55 percent of the land surface, excluding that it cities, 
highways, airports, and similar special uses, is forest land. These same States 
include about 71 percent of the commercial forest lands of the Nation. 

The importance of forestry considerations in any watershed program is further 
emphasized by the fact that farmers and other private landowners, excluding 
forest industrial holdings, own about 61 percent of the commercial forest land 
area of the Nation. 

One of the greatest challenges facing us with respect to the improvement of 
these forest land holdings in small private ownership is the creation of an active 
interest on the part of the landowners that will lead to good forest land manage- 
ment. With nearly 296 million acres of commercial forest lands in these types 
of ownership, the importance of getting owners to practice good land manage- 
ment, both from a forest products standpoint and from the watershed protection 
angle, is evident. 

While helpful, the watershed programs authorized by the Watershed Protection 
and Fiood Prevention Act of 1954, by themselves, do not meet this challenge or 
provide the basis for incentives that will lead owners of these smaller forest 
land holdings to practice better forest management. Other forestry assistance 
than that which can be rendered to the landowners under the watershed pro- 
grams is necessary to do a complete forest land improvement job. To illustrate: 
Under the regular cooperative forest management programs substantial assistance 
can be given to the landowner in harvesting and marketing forest products from 
the land. Local log and wood processors can be aided in manufacturing a better 
and more standard product. 

Under the watershed-protection and flood-prevention program only those meas- 
ures can be taken that have a close relationship to the improvement of hydro- 
logic conditions. No help can be given to the landowner in the marketing phase 
of this program and only very limited aid with respect to harvesting. Yet, un- 
less most Owners can see a clear economic advantage to themselves arising 
from good management of the forest lands under their control, they are likely 
to be rather indifferent to the watershed values at stake. Through the crea- 
tion of better markets, better products from the woods, and a better conception 
of the possibilitiess for income from forest lands, the regular cooperative forest 
management program aims toward establishing those incentives that will 
lead forest landowners to better forest management. Having these incen- 
tives, owners will be more inclined to maintain well stocked stands free of 
grazing by cattle and burning by fire. This will lead to better watershed con- 
ditions, both within and outside of established Public Law 566 watershed- 
project areas. 

The other going Federal-State cooperative forestry programs, such as those 
dealing with forest pest and insect control, fire control, and seedling dis- 
tribution for tree-planting purposes, as well as the cooperative forest manage- 
ment program, also make vital contributions to building up incetives leading 
to better forest management practices. These programs all supplement the 
work done under the authority of Public Law 566 (83d Cong.). 

While the Public Law 566 projects will result in an acceleration of certain 
phases of these going programs, they cannot replace the going cooperative Fed- 
eral-State forestry programs if our forest lands are to fill adequately their dual 
role as producers of badly needed forest products and as watersheds producing 
usuable water under good conditions of steamfliow. 

Looking to future projects to be submitted to the Congress under the pro- 
visions of Public Law 566, we believe that forestry measures will occupy a 
more important place than is the case in the 13 projects now receiving your con- 
sideration. Among pending projects, 16 involve some national forest lands and 
about two-thirds will call for the application of forestry measures in varying 
degrees. 

To the extent that forest land problems exist and can be treated under the 
provisions of Public Law 566 (83d Cong.), the Forest Service and cooperating 
State foresters are calling these problems and the possible remedies to the at- 
tention of local sponsoring groups. We are encouraging the sponsors and the 
landowners in the watersheds to make their watershed protection and flood- 
prevention project plans fully comprehensive by giving to the improvement of 
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forest lands the attention that these important segments of our watersheds 
deserve. 

We are certain that as we, the State foresters, the Soil Conservation Service 
and the local sponsoring groups, gain more experience under this program 
definite progress will be made in the improvement of the forested portions of 
our upstream watersheds. 


The opportunity of presenting these additional comments supplementing Mr. 
Williams’ previous remarks is appreciated. 

Senator Arken (presiding). Mr. Murphy, have you studied the 
farm bill which was signed by the President last night? 

Mr. Murry. I have studied the first version. I have not seen the 
final version. 

Senator Arxen. The forestry provisions are the same in both ver- 
sions. 

Mr. Murruy. Title 4, sections 401 and 402, yes, sir, I am familiar 
with those. 

Senator Arken. Do you see any reason why section 401, providing 
assistance to private forest landowners, cannot be coordinated with 
existing programs ? 

Mr. Murpeuy. No, I do not see any conflict there. I would feel that 
implementation of that, State by State, should bring about an ac- 
celeration in tree planting on the small watershed projects. That 
would be my feeling. 

Senator Arxen. The soil-bank provisions cover land which is till- 
able. The forestry provisions cover the land which is over the fence 
and in the pasture and which has not been tilled or used for a long 
period. 

Have you studied that, Mr. Williams ? 

Mr. Wiu1aMs. Yes, not in as much detail as the Forest Service. 
I don’t see any reason for any conflict. I think it should be mutually 
helpful. 

Senator Arxrn. We have several programs; namely, forestry pro- 
grams, agricultural conservation payments program, and Soil Conser- 
vation Service programs. I see no reason why they could not work 
together and coordinate their programs. The work of the Corps of 
Engineers should be coordinated with these programs, too. 

In fact it seems now we have authorization enough on our books to 
do most anything in the way of flood prevention and soil and water 
conservation. I have felt that if you take the conservation reserve 
features of the soil bank and the forestry provisions out of the bill 
signed by the President last night and set them up by themselves and 
discard everything else in the bill, it would have been hailed as one 
of the great conservation measures of this era. But, of course, so 
much public interest was generated by temporary and price-support 
provisions that the main objective of the bill seems to have been lost 
sight of by a good many people. 

Mr. Murruy. Yes, I believe that the provisions that you have men- 
tioned of the soil-bank bill should bring the State foresters more 
actively than ever into the Public Law 566 programs because then 
it will give them a means of more effectively getting tree planting done 
than they had before. 

Senator Arxen. Any other questions? Senator Allott is with us 
this morning, gentlemen. 














84 WATERSHED PROJECTS 


STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON ALLOTT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Senator AtLorr. Mr. Chairman, I would lke to make just a short 
statement about this. 

I wanted to express my interest, first of all, in these 13 projects now 
under consideration by the committee. 

More than that I wanted to express the interest of the citizens of 
my own State, Colorado, in this whole field. In a survey and trip 
throughout our State last year, during which I traveled about 8,000 
miles, I found more interest, I believe, in the Watershed Protection 
Act, Flood Prevention Act, than almost any other single piece of 
legislation. The people in our State have come to realize that the 
salvaging and the saving of their lands and the prevention of erosion 
is one of the greatest tasks which faces them. I want at this time to 
express my support not only in favor of these projects but in favor 
of the principle of this legislation. We now have five projects pend- 
ing from Colorado. We have several other projects which the people 
are just as anxious to get in shape, to get going, and I know of nothing 
that will be of greater benefit toward the preservation of our lands 
and our natural resources, than the action being taken under this 
legislation. 

Senator Arken. Senator Mundt, do you have anything to say? 

Senator Munpr. No. I would like to comment that that is a very 
good statement. 

Senator A1rkeN. We are getting plenty of authorization on the books 
so We can save our soil and water resources and we are getting reason- 
able appropriations to start with. It is up to the people of this 
country working through their agencies from now on to do whatever 
is necessary. 

Senator Atxorr. Thank you. 

Senator Arken. I don’t know of anything more. 

Mr. Wi tiaMs. Thank you very much. 

The Cuamman. I wish to state that all of the data that has been 
presented by the Soil Conservation Service as well as the Corps of 
Engineers and others will be filed in this committee. It is hoped that 
as soon as the committee can get a quorum we will take immediate 
action. Today, I expect to recess the meeting subject to my call and 
after we get through with this road bill, and work on the public works 
bill, Senator Thye, we might be able to get a full meeting of the com- 
mittee to take action on these projects. 

Mr. Wutu1aMs. Might I call attention to the chairman that June 4 
is the end of the 45-day period in which the projects that do not require 
resolution will automatically become effective? 

The CHatrMan. Yes; I appreciate that. 

We will do the best we can. 

Senator Arken. You mean if Congress does not take any action 
or the committee takes no action before June 4, you go ahead with 
the projects? 

Mr. WittiaMs. All except the five that require resolutions will be 
automatically approved. 

Senator Arken. I see. 
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The CuarrMan. The committee will do its best to take action prob- 
ably Friday if it is at all possible to get a quorum present. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHatrmMan. The committee will stand in recess subject to the 
call of the chairman. 

(Whereupon at 11:40 a. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 

(Additional statement filed for the record is as follows:) 


McALLeN, Tex., May 21, 1956. 
SENATE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE, 


Senate Building, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: It would be greatly appreciated if you would furnish me a copy 
of your committee hearings of May 7, 1956, and subsequent dates pertaining to 
projects in the upper Brushy Creek, lower Brushy Creek, and Cummins Creek 
watersheds of Texas providing for construction of 114 floodwater retardation 
dams. 

Because the waters of the Rio Grande of Texas are already overappropriated 
as recognized by the Texas State Board of Water Engineers in public statements 
and because nearly 500,000 acres of irrigated lands in the Faleon Water Com- 
pact with old-established first-class water rights are not obtaining the amount 
of water to which they have a legal right, I, as water master, together with the 
trustees of the Falcon Water Compact being the legal representatives of all 
signatories in matters having to do with storage, diversion, and distribution 
of the United States share of the Rio Grande waters belonging to the signatories, 
are vitally interested in the detrimental effect on downstream areas of upstream 
watershed dams. Such dams, presently designed and being proposed by the Soil 
Conservation Service on tributaries of the Rio Grande to permanently store 
water in the sediment pools to which we should have prior legal rights are un- 
alterably opposed by us. 

The Johnson Draw watershed work plan, prepared under authority of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 566, 83d Cong., 68 
Stat. 666) and submitted by Charles E. Davidson, Jr., Crockett Soil Conserva- 
tion District, January 11, 1956, is one of the Rio Grande of Texas tributary 
projects of the Soil Conservation Service unalterably opposed by the Falcon 
Water Compact. 

It is, therefore, requested that this protest be placed in the records of your 
committee hearings and I be permitted to appear before your committee in your 
considerations of this and similar projects on tributaries of the Rio Grande in 
Texas. 

Yours sincerely, 


FALCON WATER CoMPACT, 
K. M. SmirH, Water Master. 





